PREFACE 


On Active Service In War And Peace,* by Jesse Lemisch, 
was originally presented in condensed form under the title 
“Present-Mindedness Revisited: Anti-Radicalism as a Goal 
of American Historical Writing Since World War II,” at the 
December 1969 meeting of the American Historical Associa¬ 
tion in Washington, D.C. It received an enthusiastic re¬ 
sponse at the time. Subsequent media attention and word of 
mouth produced a heavy demand for the paper?*Then, and 
in the years since, Lemisch has responded to the requests by 
sending out photocopies. But the demand has remained 
high, and so he has consented to let New Hogtown Press 
print it in its original form in order to make it more easily 
available to those who continue to ask for it and others who 
may find it useful. 

Lemisch responds to New Hogtown’s initiative with 
reluctance, since he feels the paper has problems and should 
be revised, but other work prevents him from doing so. 
Under these circumstances, he feels it would be ahistorical 
for him to do what he describes as “some quick protective 
word-changing which would have the effect of making me 
look retroactively better.” The paper expresses the way he 
saw and put things in 1969; and so we print it precisely as in 

* Lemisch calls to mind the total surrender of the scholar’s independence 
in the explicitly and militantly uncritical attitude taken by an establish¬ 
ment scholar toward his establishment subject: Henry L. Stimson and 
McGeorge Bundy, On Active Service in Peace and War (New York: 
Harper and Bros.. 1948). See, for instance, Bundy’s justification of the 
World War II internment of Americans of Japanese descent (p. 406). 
[After earlier stints as Secretary of War and Secretary of State Stimson 
was Roosevelt’s Secretary of War 1940-1945. Bundy has progressed Har¬ 
vard to the Kennedy Administration to the Ford Foundation.] 

** See: New York Times. Dec. 29, 1969; Jan. 15, 1970; (Joseph 
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the original. But clearly, as is indicated in the Introduction, 
he would do differently in 1975 what was originally done in 
1969. 

Although “Present-Mindedness Revisited” was written 
for delivery at the 1969 meeting of the American Historical 
Association, it was also intended as an intial treatment and 
framework for a collaborative work with Christopher Z. 
Hobson, which was then being planned. The subject of the 
work was to be ‘‘academic origins of the ideology of 
repression”: liberal academic ideologies in the cold war 
period and since, with special attention to the universities 
and repression. As planned, the work would have contained 
extensive material on the historical profession, framed by a 
more general discussion of liberal academic ideology and 
conduct. This collaborative work was never completed. 
Starting from the historical sections of ‘‘Present- 
Mindedness Revisited,” Lemisch researched and drafted an 
extended critical study of the history of the concept of social 
utility in the historical profession, from the late nineteenth 
century to the post-World War II period. But the material 
was immense, and as the manuscript expanded, so did the 
work which would have been necessary to put it in final 
shape. Wanting instead to return to his primary scholarly 
commitment—American history seen “from the bottom 
up,” especially in the Colonial and Revolutionary 
periods—Lemisch withdrew from the collaboration. Mean¬ 
while, during the collaborative phase, Hobson had used the 


non-historical sections of “Present-Mindedness Revisited” 
as his framework, but had done extensive additional work. 
After Lemisch’s withdrawal, Hobson continued on his own 
and went beyond the framework of the collaboration; he 
added much, both in the way of new material and new 
interpretations, and ultimately produced a manuscript which 
incorporates parts of “Present-Mindedness Revisited” but 
goes beyond it, standing on its own under the title The 
Ideology of Repression. When Hobson’s book is published, 
we will have a monumental and detailed study of the role of 
liberal intellectuals and the universities in the period since 
World War II. 

New Hogtown Press 
May, 1975 


Featherstone], “Scholars and Society,” New Republic, Jan. 17, 1970, pp. 
7-8; Ronald Radosh, “Annual Set-to: The Bare-Knuckled Historians,” 
The Nation, Feb. 2, 1970, reprinted in Blanche W. Cook, Alice K. Harris, 
Ronald Radosh, eds.. Past Imperfect: Alternative Essays in American 
History (New York; Alfred Knopf, 1973) II, pp. 339-41; Clifford Solway, 
“Turning History Upside Down.” Saturday Review, June 20, 1970, pp. 
13-15.62-64 
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INTRODUCTION 


* 


Jesse Lemisch’s essay, On Acti ve Service in War and Peace , 
is the most complete account yet written on the politics of 
American historians. It is a carefully documented, explosive 
condemnation of the writing of U.S. history. 

Since it was written in the late 1960s, the Lemisch paper 
has acquired a political history of its own. Its history 
indicates the importance of what Lemisch has uncovered 
and demonstrates the difficulties that beset the scholar who 
attempts to uncover the secret history that the mainstream of 
the profession chooses to leave untold. The paper also has a 
continuing significance for those interested in the history of 
repression in academic life. It speaks directly to the situation 
in the United States, exposing the creation of a national 
history the themes of which have often been governed by 
political bias. That bias, and the repression which has 
blatantly attempted to close the historical profession to 
radicals and Marxists, did not abate with the Lemisch 
expose in 1969, or with the subsequent becalming of the 
student and anti-war movements. Canadians would be well 
advised to consider seriously the themes that Lemisch 
presents: while the Canadian historical profession is consid¬ 
erably smaller than the American, it will be demonstrated 
that many Canadian historians, like their American col¬ 
leagues, have pursued a political course overtly committed 
to anti-radicalism. Widespread repression has continued to 
the present time on both sides of the 49th parallel. 


* Thomas Schofield received his Honours BA in Modern History and 
English from the University of Toronto in 1971. He has completed 
graduate study in Law and History at the State University of New York at 
Buffalo. 
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I. 

In 1969 the American Historical Association held its conven¬ 
tion in Washington, D.C. The war in Southeast Asia was still 
the central political concern of the American people. The 
convention faced the first major attempts of liberals and 
radicals to raise the issue of Viet Nam within the profession. 
An avowedly radical group of historians confronted estab¬ 
lishment scholars, creating a marked contrast from the aura 
of gentility and decorum which traditionally characterized 
meetings of the Association. The Radical Caucus presented 
a resolution to the Business Meeting condemning the war in 
Viet Nam; this failed, as did a more liberal version. Radicals 
also challenged a tradition within the profession of election 
without contest by audaciously running a slate of counter¬ 
candidates for Association offices. Participatory democracy 
emerged as an alternative to the establishment politics of the 
Official Nominating Board. While showing some strength, 
the counter-candidates lost. The Movement within the 
profession had thrown its energies into a host of issues and 
had successively followed a broad variety of strategies. But 
it emerged from the process somewhat shaken and uncertain 
of its role and purpose. 

Perhaps fittingly in the context of a learned society, 
radical scholarship fared better than radical politics. Discus¬ 
sing the role of radicals at the Convention in The Nation, left 
historian Ronald Radosh came close to despair. However, 
the significant impact of Lemisch’s paper stood out in sharp 
contrast with less successful radical efforts, and Radosh 
concluded: 

Perhaps defeat was averted by a paper delivered on the final 
convention day by Jesse Lemisch, a historian who had been 
dismissed from the University of Chicago because his “polit¬ 
ical concerns interfered with his scholarship.” In what may 


be the most telling and fundamental critique presented before 
the AHA he proposed that the supposedly unpolitical stars of 
the profession (Allan Nevins, Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr 
Samuel Eliot Morison, Oscar Handlin, Daniel Boorstin and 
others) were implicit cold warriors who sought to use history 
as a vehicle in the fight against communism. Lemisch’s 
paper. . . argued persuasively that what so many object to is 
not that a scholar should take a political position but that he 
should hold views contrary to establishment shibboleths.' 

The Lemisch presentation was an electric moment for a 
large part of the American historical profession. He had 
publicly declared what many knew to be the case, but until 
that moment, the charges of anti-radicalism had not been 
supported by systematic documentation. The subsequent 
history is more sobering. A New York Times account of the 
Lemisch speech foresaw the typical reaction the paper 
would receive by treating it as an isolated phenomenon. 
Failing to note that Lemisch spoke for a significant minority 
of historians the Times report treated the Lemisch presenta¬ 
tion as a threat, devoting itself to Lemisch’s own conclusion: 
Fire us, expel us, jail us. We will not go away.’’ 2 
Lemisch was not exactly threatening the profession; he 
was presenting them with data. But the historians, to a large 
degree, simply excluded his findings from circulation or 
serious consideration. It is not an accident that the manus¬ 
cript has remained largely underground, surfacing now only 
through the efforts of a left publisher. The paper’s history is 
an example of the working of repression. It suggests that 
radicals have spoken but found the communicative organs of 
the profession hostile to the radical voice. 

When this text was submitted to the American Historical 
Review editor R.K. Webb rejected it. Acknowledging that 
his letter might seem “singularly rude and condescending,” 
Webb nonetheless noted that Lemisch had “unjustly” 
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convicted “a good many of my close friends” of “historical 
derelictions.” Webb was convinced that Lemisch s charges 
could be more accurately explained, not as a systematic 
critique of the profession but as “indiscretions or lapses or 
outrageous gaffes by some.” He accused Lemisch of seeing 
an “anti-radical conspiracy.” One particularly open call for 
Cold War activism, mentioned in the Lemisch text, was a 
plea by Conyers Read that American historians participate 
“in what everyone is calling education for democracy. 
Read urged the supression of data while advocating ‘social 
control” as a weapon in the Co'd War. Referring to 
Lemisch’s condemnation of this appeal, and of the silence 
with which Read’s speech was greeted, Webb asked 
Lemisch: “Has it occurred to you to ask how many people 
who heard Conyers Read’s presidential address must have 
cringed with horror?” 3 

Webb maintained that his remarks were not the product of 
“some prejudice excited by your attack.” However, while 
Lemisch’s critique of the profession was being dismissed as 
a series of random examples, the rejection of Lemisch's text 
was occasion for reflection by Webb upon the state of New 
Left scholarship in general: 

... I wonder if the activism of the New Left historians 
today, unlike the activism you so deplore in your article, may 
not be a bar to serious scholarship that can appeal to any 
scholar outside the sect itself . 4 

The response was similar when the paper was submitted 
to the Journal of American History , the major scholarly 
journal for the publication of articles on United States 
history. Martin Ridge, the editor, wrote back that the “essay 
more than any I have read in several years has disturbed 
me.” 5 He advised Lemisch to go and read the story of Diego 
Rivera, the Mexican communist painter, 6 who included the 


head of Lenin among the portraits presented in a mural 
painted in 1933 in the Rockefeller Center. Young Nelson 
Rockefeller wrote the artist a letter asking that he “substi¬ 
tute the face of some unknown man where Lenin’s face now 
appears.’” Rivera refused, and Rockefeller had the mural 
destroyed. The episode became the subject of a,famous 
poem “1 Paint What 1 See” by E.B. White. The message 
intended for Lemisch was clear: the Journal , like the 
Rockefeller Center, was not a proper medium for expressing 
a certain point of view. 

An outside reader, who commented on the Lemisch 
submission for the Journal, told Ridge: 

1 don’t know how you can tell him that he simply cannot do 
this, and that he certainly cannot do it in the pages of the 
Journal. He probably believes that he can, which says 
something about how far he and his ilk are estranged from 
civilization. 8 

This rejection, like the other one, was accompanied by 
phrases about keeping the profession open to all points of 
view and by promises that real scholarship would be warmly 
received. 

Other criticisms were equally direct. John Higham, who 
had earlier raised questions about the sterility of consensus 
history, rejected Lemisch’s solicitation of his comments: “I 
am afraid that I am not enough in sympathy with the spirit of 
your paper to have comments that might be useful to you.” 
From Highams perspective, Lemisch’s work threatened 
good relations between radical students and members of the 
profession; emphasis upon “alleged derelictions of be¬ 
havior” limits the possibility for rational discourse by 
lessening respect for good intentions. 9 

Many of the historians criticized by Lemisch were still 
active in the profession. Students were exposed to their 
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questionable work on a daily basis. To argue that Lemisch's 
work would create hostility was equivalent to asserting that 
intellectual problems are the work of outside agitators. In 
fact, many radical students were challenging their teachers 
and their careers suffered on account of it. What the 
Lemisch paper would most effectively do was collate the 
documentation, so authority could be brought to both sides 
of the argument. It would no longer be so easy to assert that 
New Left scholars were political and the mainstream free 
from bias. 


II. 

The general reasons, indeed the necessity, for bringing 
Lemisch’s research on anti-radicalism among U.S. his¬ 
torians to a wider audience follow directly from continued 
hostility to radicalism. 

On the whole, the text has aged well. Much of his 
discussion of the historians’ role in legitimizing “executive 
usurpation” is directly relevant to Watergate. Moreover, the 
tone of the 1960s must seem less strident to many who 
thought it so at the time, and more nearly a sane response to 
those years—both within the profession and in national 
politics in the U.S. Where the language is angry, it sets the 
historical place of the piece and is a reminder of why this had 
to be written and why it was not well received by the 
historical establishment. The justification tor the hardened 
attack is based upon crucial concepts. What Lemisch 
uncovers is in fact serious business, and the instances of 
anti-radicalism he finds are not individual lapses or indiscre¬ 
tions as they have been characterized by defenders of the 
mainstream of the historical profession. 

Nonetheless, after reading the above barrage of criti¬ 


cisms, it is fair to ask whether all is political or whether there 
are problems of substance which mar the text. In conversa¬ 
tions with this writer Lemisch has pointed to various flaws 
and has especially stressed certain points which he would 
have dealt with at length had he been able to undertake 
revision. 

Lemisch acknowledges that there were many other 
historians—whom he did not mention—who do not fit the 
pattern he described; but the trend he describes must be seen 
as the dominant one in the absence of evidence for any other 
single competing trend with equal influence. Lemisch pre¬ 
sented abundant evidence of such a dominant trend. Those 
who would challenge him must produce evidence of an 
equally strong counter trend. R.K. Webb’s vision of his¬ 
torians “cringing with horror” is inadequate evidence of 
such opposition (unless historians are truly inarticulate). 
The characterization of the damning passages as mere 
individual lapses is in fact additional evidence of anti-radical 
bias. 

Similarly, the charges that Lemisch is strident, shrill, 
excessive and even hysterical are illustrative of a political 
stereotype familar in American society (especially to Blacks 
and women among others). That which reflects acceptable 
values is spirited, while that which offends is rabid, emo¬ 
tional, or off the wall. An establishment that frequently 
conducts itself with minimal good manners requires civility 
only of those with whom it disagrees. 

On the other hand, Lemisch does see some accuracy in the 
criticism that he grouped together a wide range of historians 
without adequate attention to the differences among them. 
For example, the liberal activism of Arthur Schlesinger Jr. 
can be distinguished from the conservative activism of an 
historian like Daniel J. Boorstin. Lemisch concedes that 
there are significant differences among the historians he 
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dealt with and that a more sophisticated approach would 
develop these differences to advantage. 

It is also true, but largely unnoticed, that such distinctions 
are not central to Lemisch’s argument. Liberals and conser¬ 
vatives may have their differences, but on the question of 
anti-radicalism in the profession they are in general agree¬ 
ment In fact, Boorstin’s dinner engagements at the White 
House suggest that their differences on the general question 
of activism may be explained by a simple analysis of who 
holds the reins of power. 10 In any case the alliance is strong. 
And when liberals or conservatives speak of openness or 
pluralism within the profession they share a c ° mm ° n 
definition, an acceptance of known outer limits marking the 
range of the permissible. Within that context, elucidation of 
the differences between historians like Daniel J. Boorstin 
and Arthur Schlesinger Jr. would obscure important truths. 
Acknowledging the real differences among the historians 
treated does not lead to the simplistic pluralist conclusion 
that they are just a diverse and cantankerous lot without 
common ideological bonds. They share a common ideology: 
they are hostile to radicalism, and they impose that hostility 

The more liberal activists of the historical profession may 
not have openly espoused the dogma of their more conserva¬ 
tive counterparts. But there is a sense m which subtle 
differences make little difference. Liberals who defended 
free speech, while attacking Marxists for abusing its limits, 
provided potent ammunition for the conservatives who 
demanded censorship and supression. Both were threaten¬ 
ing the Left, and each position was a reinforcement of the 
other Lemisch’s data demonstrates that historians and 
university intellectuals were in the forefront of the anti¬ 
radical hysteria of the 1950s. Moreover, they continued that 
role in the attack on the New Left that emerged in the later 
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1960s. The liberals have deliberately chosen to ignore what 
E.P. Thompson has called the “sociology of presentation”. 
In an extended discussion of the workings of liberal anti¬ 
radicalism, Thompson points to the manner in which criti¬ 
cism of the Left is used and circulated. Past practice 
guarantees that remarks presented in certain forums will be 
used out of context in an attempt to discredit and destroy the 
Left. Hence the subsequent distribution and use of criticism 
must be considered in the original presentation of a critique. 
Thompson explained: 

If you criticise with stridency, any section of the Left in 
certain places . . . your criticism is not attended to for the 
sake of any particular discrimination which it may contain. It 
is absorbed, instantly, into ideology; that is, it is simply 
assimilated as one more noise against the Left, one more 
evidence that all the Left has failed,is brutal, all Marxism is 
incoherent etc. . . . [I]t is a veritable trophy to be hung at the 
cloudy altar of the established gods. 12 

This is as true in judgements of the past as it is in discussion 
of present events. And it is not a fact of extraordinary 
subtlety: the more liberal of the anti-radical academics have 
found themselves holding hands with their more conserva¬ 
tive brethren. 

Some readers and listeners took “Present-Mindedness 
Revisited” as an exhortation to desert the ideal of scholarly 
objectivity. As the New Republic put it: Lemisch’s rebuke 
against establishment activists was “well-deserved, al¬ 
though it was never entirely clear whether Mr. Lemisch was 
finding his enemies wanting by the standard of neutrality, or 
whether he was repudiating the standard altogether.” 15 
Although the essay exposes the extent to which “main¬ 
stream” historians have used their history as a vehicle for 
expressing their political commitments, it hardly constitutes 


10 


a call for radicals to emulate them. Actually, Lemisch 
believes that historians of all political persuasions should 
become more aware of their biases. 14 He has rejected 
‘ ‘ relevance ” as a primary goal while clinging to a belief in the 
importance of striving for objective validity in history. 

This position has it problems. The demand for relevance 
in the late 1960s was political. Scholarship, which largely 
existed in service of the status quo, could be used also in the 
attempt to change the world. In practice, the standards of 
truth were often battered in the attempt to get to the part 
where the world changed. Whatever social change can be 
wrought by service to a relevance in which truth is obscured 
or ignored can only be accidentally progressive, and will 
more likely be regressive or insignificant. To this writer, 
Lemisch creates a false dichotomy. Relevance is not an 
obstacle to objective inquiry. Rather it is dubious that it can 
be avoided. Its presence pervades the historical process and 
its force must be recognized rather than wished away. It 
appears at the outset in the choice of subject matter as the 
first object to which such inquiry must be applied. And 
subsequently, questions of relevance influence every aspect 
of the research: what data, what questions do we ask of the 
data, how much data, and what interpretive results are 
indicated from the evidence uncovered? That many writers 
have sacrificed their objectivity in the service of relevance is 
a non sequitur; evidence pointing to a danger, but not 
a necessary result. 15 

(Right or wrong, Lemisch’s stance is illustrated in the 
titles of some of his other writings. In another session on 
“radical history” at the 1969 AHA meeting he presented a 
paper entitled: “ ‘What’s Your Evidence?’ Radical Scholar¬ 
ship as Scientific Method and Anti-Authoritarianism, not 
‘Relevance’.” Earlier, at a founding meeting of the New 
University Conference he had written “Who Will Write a 
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omitted from the content of university curricula, and belit¬ 
tled by reviewers. 27 The hostility with which Ryerson was 
dismissed is typified by Gustave Lanctot’s short review of 
The Founding of Canada in the Canadian Historical 
Review. Characterizing the book as “predetermined and 
predictive all the way to the last line,” he asserted that 
Ryerson’s conclusion was “automatic.” Lanctot quickly 
dismissed the idea of the ‘ ‘ people’s exploitation by the ruling 
class” as “undocumented assertion,” despite Ryerson’s 
“extensive information.” Ryerson “missed afine opportun¬ 
ity to pen a more detached story of Canada’s march to 
democracy.” 28 

Present day events, especially the early days of World 
War II and the Cold War, triggered the worst of the 
anti-radical excesses of Canadian historians. When the Cold 
War emerged in Canada, it did so largely in the guise of 
fundamental American political positions. Underhill boldly 
declared the “self evident truth” that “some effective form 
of North Atlantic alliance is essential for the preservation of 
our western civilization.” 29 Liberals looked to the United 
States to spearhead that alliance; conservatives were less 
certain that historic British leadership should be disposses¬ 
sed. 

But even Canadians who questioned the northward export 
of Cold War ideology were inclined to accept the truth of its 
basic premises; they sought a Canadian contribution that 
would be distinctive while supporting the general position of 
the “Western World.” In a 1954 essay, “Canada and the 
Cold War,” Donald Grant Creighton eyed the Cold War 
political situation from a critical northern perspective: 

In other matters, in which we are much less directly 
concerned, Canadians are even more disposed to accept the 
latest advice from Washington as the modern equivalent of 
divine revelation. For the past eight years the nation which 
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virtually invented modem advertising has been engaged in 
what can only be described as the greatest sales campaign in 
history, the campaign to sell the Cold War in an exclusive 
American package, to the rest of the Western world. Canada, 
which was treated as an adjunct of the domestic market, 
received the full impact of this promotion. To put it in 
commercial terms, which are in reality most appropriate, 
American packaged Cold War was outselling every other 
brand of packaged Cold War ten to one in the Canadian 
market. The policies and opinions of other Western countries 
were given prominence chiefly when they agreed with those 
of the United States; and the contradictory decisions or 
views of such countries as Great Britain, France of India 
were depicted as unsound, mischievous, doubtfully loyal, or 
Communist-inspired . i0 

Creighton was partly correct in his observations of Cold War 
culture. Nonetheless, his bias left many of the important 
questions unanswered: why the particular receptivity of the 
Canadian “market” for an ideology Creighton sought to 
characterize as “foreign”? Who ultimately produced the 
package and how was it perceived in different segments of 
society? Creighton’s fellow historians were particularly 
enamoured with the politics of the Cold War; Creighton was 
projecting their enthusiasm upon other classes in Canada. 

Creighton was, in fact, opposed to the American ideology 
he described. But his opposition was not sustained by a more 
modern or humane set of principles. He believed in the 
virtues of government under the old constitutional monar¬ 
chy and he rejected both bourgeois republicanism and 
socialist formulations of government and society. Both were 
revolutionary in origin, and “the simple truth was that the 
revolutionary tradition was completely incompatible with 
Canada’s historic position in the external world.” 31 
Creighton developed this theme fully in his Presidential 
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revolutionary doctrines” was in most respects identical with 
the prevailing American view. The Cold War theologian 
Reinhold Neibuhr was expressing a similar two world 
model—the American forces of good resisting the com¬ 
munist forces of evil. Creighton had accepted the basic 
construct without question, but he sought a Canadian place 
within the model. What he actually opposed was not so much 
anti-communism or Americanism but the liberal view that 
Canada was helpless in the unfolding world struggle. It was a 
rejection of the conclusions of men like J.M.S. Careless who 
were pessimistic about Canada’s role within the two worlds: 
“it is by now a truism that we live in a two power world, 
where very few nations can hope to count as entities in the 
bleak pattern of world power.” 39 

Marxism, as well as Americanism, has had a larger role 
than Creighton could envisage. If Creighton were correct at 
last—no longer gullible or deceived—how is it that the 
disillusionment appears not to have been so world-wide after 
all? At the very least, the Cubans, the Khmer Rouge, the 
Vietnamese and others failed to get the message. And a New 
Left, some of it frighteningly Canadian, emerged in spite of 
Creighton’s news that the “extraordinarily bad fit” of 
revolutionary ideology was exposed in the 1950s. 40 

As should be clear by these examples, Creighton, like the 
liberals he excoriated, had his politics and he let those 
politics influence him in his historical work. His perspective 
was essentially Cold Warriorite, is spite of his distancing 
himself and Canada from certain aspects of that struggle. 
The politics and ideologies he opposed were “alien”; the 
values he cherished were essential Canadian truths. 

The liberals were fundamentally in agreement with the 
conservatives as to the central features of Cold War society; 
they differed in their “pragmatism” which meant greater 
limitations of Canadian autonomy and an acceptance of 
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War was an expression of civic duty. But Left politics were 
circumscribed by the responsible limits of civil liberties, by 
the understanding that academic freedom was a term of art 
designed to promote a peculiar image of university au¬ 
tonomy, without granting licence to express controversial 
political perspectives. 

That establishment historians in the United States were 
politicized is a central theme of the Lemisch paper; that the 
limits on political expression were carefully drawn is also 
documented. In Canada, somewhat similar evidence exists 
demonstrating a narrow but gradually expanding circumfer¬ 
ence of permissible expression. In 1959 Underhill declared: 
“in Canada it is still slightly improper for professors to 
become too interested in current politics.” 43 In view of the 
many Cold War speeches which were not criticized, it seems 
necessary to amend this statement with more detail. Some 
academics have been criticized and penalized for their 
politics while others have not. Underhill himself put it more 
clearly, expressing a central theme of Lemisch’s essay in 
Canadian terms in a March 1936 Canadian Forum article 
entitled “On Professors and Politics:” 

Why then the outraged indignation of so many respectable 
people at the present activity of a few professors in politics? 
Can it be that the real offense just now consists in the fact that 
the professors concerned have mostly taken the radical side? 
There have been several recent incidents affecting the 
teaching profession in Canada which make one wonder 
whether this may not be the real motive behind the solicitude 
for keeping our institutions of learning out of current 
controversy. We have the curious coincidence that when 
Professor Norman Rogers of'Queen’s goes into politics as a 
member of one of the respectable parties no question seems 
to arise as to the propriety of his actions, but when Professor 
W. H. Alexander of Alberta tries to run as a Labour candidate 
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accented. ... The stand I took as chairman was that we 
would cooperate with any group that did not have ultenor 
motives . 48 

What were the ulterior motives of the Communists? Across 
Canada, with World War II raging, an estimated one 
hundred and fifty members of the Party were herded into 
internment camps without trials; their politics were a threat 
to theSecurity of the empire.- General civil libertarian 
principles did not protect communists when their views 
not coincide with those of the government. 

Academic freedom has not been a greater guarantee of the 
right to express oneself freely. In the 1890s MacKenzie King 
and other**students at the University of Toronto went on 
strike to protest the University administration s cancella¬ 
tion of lectures by socialist Phillips Thompson and labour 
leader Alfred Jury. 50 The strike was opposed by Arthur 

Meighen who became a prominent figure ‘n the Conservative 

party - King, the liberal politician, repudiated his student 
constituency and the first strike at the University ot Toronto 
ultimately failed. 

The situation was somewhat similar in the attempted firing 
of Frank Underhill from the University of Toronto History 
Department in the early 1940s. Underhill was still at that 
time a Fabian socialist and had been active m the formation 
of Canada’s social democratic Cooperative Commonweahh 
Federation (subsequently the New Democratic Party) He 
had often been censured for controversial remarks and had 
entered into a gentleman’s agreement with President Co y 
of the University of Toronto that he would not further speak 
out of turn. In the summer of 1940, however, Underhill again 
became a subject of controversy by committing the mos^ 
cardinal of sins; he attacked the constitutional monarchy 
the British connection. At a meeting of the Canadian 


21 


Institute of Economics and Politics at Lake Couchiching, 
Ontario, he was reported to have uttered a remark to the 
effect that the British flag should be made of wool that it 
might shrink with the rest of the empire. 51 His comments 
touched off an outraged indignation in important circles. 

Senator Arthur Meighen wrote to the Minister of Justice 
deploring Underhill’s conduct and asking that “an example 
be made of this man.” Underhill’s remarks were “disloyal”; 
“he and his ilk” should “be given to understand” that “they 
must behave.” 52 A substantial portion of the press appealed 
to the Board of Governors to have Underhill dismissed. 
Premier Hepburn and other leaders of the Provincial Gov¬ 
ernment were in agreement, but the Board failed to act upon 
the resolution. 55 

The Underhill controversy flared up a second time in 
January of 1941 after President Cody, in the 1890s tradition, 
cancelled another lecture by a labour leader. Sponsored by 
the C.C.F. Club, the lecture was entitled “Hepburn Must 
Go” and was labeled “indiscreet” by the University 
administration. 54 Underhill disagreed, and his continued 
controversial visibility rekindled the attempt to have him 
dismissed. Students, including C.C.F. Club President Ken¬ 
neth McNaught, organized in support of the right to free 
speech, against the political attack and the closing of the 
University to a somewhat leftward point of view. Creighton 
was the only historian in the U. of T. Department who did 
not lend his name in support of Underhill’s continued 
appointment. 55 

Underhill, essentially a liberal historian, kept his position, 
but it was not a significant victory for free speech or 
academic freedom. 56 Consensus in repression is the central 
lesson to be learned from what transpired. Among 
Underhill’s unacknowledged supporters were members of 
the Young Communist League. When they in turn were 
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attacked for their politics, there was universal agreement 
that the limits of free expression did not extend to Com¬ 
munists. The student newspaper, The Varsity, asked all 
those students receiving the Young Communist League 
leaflets in support of Underhill to bring them, with the 
envelopes, to the paper offices in Hart House and University 
College. The editors promised to collect the subversive 
material and turn it over to the R.C.M.P. 57 The Secretary- 
Treasurer of the Students’ Administrative Council told a 
Globe and Mail reporter: “They are getting very bold when 
they will defy both the city police and the R.C.M.P.’’ 58 

Conservatives, like Meighen or Creighton, have never 
suffered from attempting to speak out in support of their 
politics; they have seldom been confronted for attempting to 
deny that right to others, Liberals and sometime social 
democrats. King, Underhill, McNaught, et al ., moved part 
way toward opening the range of dialogue within the univer¬ 
sity and that is perhaps significant. But the dialogue has 
never been open and in each case there were some —Phillips 
Thompson and the Young Communist leafleters —who were 
excluded from participation altogether: they looked to a 
more radical perspective and fared less well at the academy. 

In part this may be explained by the very structures of the 
University. In 1958, when Claude Bissell was invested as 
President of the University of Toronto, Donald Creighton 
was there to lend a hand. As chairman of the Department of 
History, Creighton spoke on behalf of the faculty in welcom¬ 
ing Bissell to his new appointment. 

We are all here: heads of Universities and Colleges, deans 
and directors, chairmen of departments, senior professors 
and administrators, members of the Senate. These, sir, are 
your chief barons, the peers of the realm. For do not be 
deceived by the modem republican connotations of the word 
“president.” The University of Toronto, like all the best 


governments in the world, is fundamentally a constitutional 
monarchy. Constitutional monarchies and universities are 
both creations of the medieval world; and what, in modem 
times, could be more emphatically medieval than the compli¬ 
cated relationships and hierarchies of this nineteenth century 
university V 9 7 

It was a nineteenth century university governed by medieval 
principles; the same principles that Creighton had sought to 
impose upon the Cold War and the general fabric of 
Canadian society. The students and junior faculty were, 
deliberately or inadvertently, absent from the ranks of 
Creighton’s “Peers of the Realm.” By the end of the next 
decade, they would be very much present and the inroads of 
student power would soon make it unlikely that they would 
evei be forgotten again. Like the also forgotten “lower 
orders” of Creighton’s cherished medieval past, the stu¬ 
dents were in revolt. 

Within the universities and within the Canadian historical 
piotession an attitude hostile to radicalism has flourished. 
We must incorporate an awareness of that fact into our 
istoncal and social analysis. At the same time, we must be 
careful in the way we interpret the evidence of anti-radical 
bias. It may still be argued that things in Canada were 
dine rent from the events that Lemisch describes in the 
United States. But there is a history of anti-radicalism within 
Canadian universities and among Canadian historians If 
repression has in fact acted differently in Canada, it will only 
e demonstrated by careful study of what has occurred. We 
ave a full length study of the American historical profes¬ 
sion, but we have barely anticipated a similar attempt to 
study Canada. To assert that Canada is the same or different, 
it is necessary to do so comparatively on the basis of 
research and the compilation of data. It is not necessary to 
assert that there is a one to one relationship between events 
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in the two countries; it is not possible to ignore the important 
similarities. 


The Lemisch essay on the U.S. historical profession pres¬ 
ents a remarkable combination of history and current 
events. An anti-radical history manifested itself in t e 
contemporary world through historians active in the proces¬ 
ses of repression. The organization of the profession into a 
self-policing group and the archaic and hierarchical struc¬ 
tures extant within the universities played a significant part 
in the closing of the university community to the radical 

voice. . , . . . 

Lemisch demonstrated that the American historians put 

their politics into the past in the characterization of what was 
important, of what took place as history. But he also 
exposed the workings of those same politics in the present, 
demonstrating many of the divergent forms which repres¬ 
sion could take. Some radicals were fired or expelled, but as 
Lemisch documents, anti-radicalism often took more subtle 
forms The extraordinary and well publicized case was not a 
particularly good measure of the extent of repression by 
hostile active conservatives and liberals. The graduate 
student ritual, the whole process by which one achieves 
status and recognition within the profession, has been 
designed to eliminate the “politically unsuitable before 
they were “admitted” as practicing professional historians. 

Once the historian was admitted or established within the 
profession, repression did not goaway. In the early 1970s,as 
staid a body as the American Historical Association expres¬ 
sed concern for the rights of historians. A committee of 
inquiry was established to investigate violations of acade mic 
freedom and the dangers posed to the profession by such 
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violations. The committee reported in late 1974 confirming 
the presence of widespread political fear among members of 
the historical profession: 

There is cause for concern about the state of academic 
freedom within the profession. Despite the fact that there can 
be no sure knowledge of the absolute level of infringement on 
the rights of historians nor any firm basis for knowing 
whether the trend is up or down, there are many allegations 
of unfair treatment and there is ample evidence that a 
significant proportion of the profession perceives injustices 
being done. 

The sources of these threats to academic freedom are 
multifold. Though historians view administrations and 
Boards of Governors with more suspicion in this regard than 
they view faculty groups, history departments themselves 
are not immune from criticism.' 10 

It might be added that a survey dominated by the views of 
established faculty members is somewhat misleading in 
establishing the sources of threats to academic freedom. 
While the report noted inadequacies in insuring fairness in 
initial appointments, academic freedom is still largely con¬ 
strued in terms of advanced scholars with established 
credentials. In practice, rights are determined by the place 
occupied in the system. Departments may be the single most 
repressive element in controlling the thoughts and lives of 
students; deans and senior administrators could still be the 
source of pressures brought to bear on senior members of the 
faculty. 

Additionally, status within the university and higher 
education network is not the entire determinant. Privileged 
access—and lack of access —to source materials can be 
crucial factors in establishing who can write what kind of 
history. To a large degree, a handful of editors associated 
with a small number of scholarly journals retain the capacity 
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to decide which historical work will be disseminated to the 
broader historical profession. 

The description in this introduction of the way Lemisch’s 
manuscript was received is but one example of a more 
general reaction, a more general process of exclusion. Not 
every form of repression ends in an overt fight at the 
barricades. The resignation of Marlene Dixon from the 
Sociology Department at McGill University in Montreal in 
1975 is an important case of a phenomenon much more 
widespread. When she came up for re-appointment, she 
chose not to go through the process. Had she done so, she 
might very well have secured her position on the basis of her 
scholarship, in spite of her left politics. Nonetheless, she 
chose not to fight and she made it clear that it was an 
atmosphere of perceived repression at McGill that was 
responsible for her decision. To be victorious, within the 
context of a hostile environment, is to be a partial victim 
—unable to work effectively, unable to lead a fully meaning¬ 
ful life. 61 

Anti-radicalism within the universities did not end in 1969 
when Lemisch completed his manuscript. The subversion of 
academic radicalism has continued. There is an immense 
amount of data with which to update a critique of the kind 
made by Lemisch. 62 The passing of the era of the New Left 
creates an illusion of campus tranquility which belies the 
reality. Repression, which was exposed in moments ol 
movement strength—such as the Lemisch presentation at 
the American Historical Association Convention- 
—continues unabated and now largely unmitigated by a 
radical student presence. 

Tolerance that greeted early movement activism disap¬ 
peared as liberals learned that they could not channel radical 
grievances into a limited demand lor reforms that corres¬ 
ponded with their own liberal objectives. The New Left was 


viewed benignly while it was a distant force, but hysteria and 
open repression emerged when the New Left continued as a 
significant movement in opposition to liberal and conserva¬ 
tive politics.Themost brutal repression has occurred in the 
years after Lemisch wrote his essay. Nowhere is the change 
in attitude more clearly portrayed than in the eidtorial pages 
of the Journal of Canadian Studies. 

In 1968 the Journal editors looked upon the student 
movement calmly, expecting more activism, but still aware 
that there were understandable causes and legitimate grie¬ 
vances underlying the world-wide student actions: 

Last autumn’s student demonstrations at Sir George Wil¬ 
liams and McGill Universties seem small stuff beside the 
anarchic displays of power at Columbia, in the West German 
Easter riots, and at the University of Paris. These infectious 
manifestations, while each rooted in local circumstances, 
imply important things in common about modern univer¬ 
sities, centralized political authority, and the goals of indus¬ 
trial society. The startling impact of “student power” in 
1968, and the momentum created in dozens of places in the 
western world, make virutally certain that militant student 
action will continue rather than fade away. Behind events, 
too, there are structural changes that will sustain this action. 

Three years later the editors voiced a much greater degree of 
alarm—though the events they pointed to were much less 
dramatic. The attitude of students was absolutely dangerous 
and the fight was on for the preservation of civilization: 

An interested observer may be permitted to comment that 
the real threat to civilized political life may not come from 
either an unchecked liberalism or (as the liberals may have it) 
from a reactionary and irrational conservatism but from 
something which stands against both. It is necessary to con¬ 
sider whether liberalism and conservatism are in some sense 
allies in a common stronghold which is now under 


1 


28 

siege. 

We should not fool ourselves: the present attack upon the 
political process is not just an attack upon our particular 
political institutions or upon the “old parties” (for which 
read all parties). It is an attack upon civilizaiton itself. 

The rejection of rational thought ... on the part of intellec¬ 
tuals is reflected, amplified, and taken by their students to its 
inevitable conclusion. . . . To give only one minor example: 
a recent front-page editorial on university government in the 
Carleton student paper sneered at the faculty (“being mem¬ 
bers of the intellectual elite”) for believing that “all things 
can be solved through reason rather than power struggles”. 

This is the real crisis of civilization. ... It is also the 
special problem of those of us who are involved in the work of 
the universities, whose primary concerns are the activities of 
our own minds and the activity of those minds who it is our 
task to educate. 64 

The editorial indicates that repression is alive and well 
—with old themes from the fifties and sixties carried on into 
the seventies. At the same time it demonstrates the manner 
in which repression can escalate and change its form. The 
very existence of hostile political remarks in such a journal 
raises issues. The political orientation which led to the 
establishment of the American Studies movement in the 
United States is described by Lemisch. Canadian Studies is 
an analogue; similar concerns led to its development. The 
Journal of Canadian Studies , and by implication the conser¬ 
vative editorial politics expressed therein, are a product of 
the Canadian Studies Programme at Trent University in 
Peterborough, Ont. a programme financially backed by the 
Ford Motor Company of Canada. 65 Canada's largest corpo¬ 
ration, like other groups in society, has an interest in 
nationalism and in the political directions of the nationalist 


29 

movements. In a more general sense, universities continue 
to respond to the business and governmental interests that 
sustain their existence. 

The American-Canadian analogue should not surprise us. 
What has happened in the United States also happens in 
Canada for understandable reasons. The interaction bet¬ 
ween the two societies is intense; as long ago as 1928 Frank 
Underhill was urging Canadian historians to “set ourselves 
to study what American historians are doing in the rewriting 
of American history.” 66 And to Creighton's lament, many 
historians did so. If that U.S. history was political, conserva¬ 
tive, anti-radical, what effect did that have upon the Cana¬ 
dians who set forth to study it? 

During the 1960s the Canadian university system grew 
extremely rapidly; whole departments were staffed with 
academics originating from the U.S. campuses described by 
Lemisch. A few were radicals in search of asylum. But many 
were conservative professors expatriating themselves in 
hopes of avoiding the political protest that surged across the 
United States; when they crossed the border they found 
many like-minded Canadians who shared their reactionary 
point of view. In addition, the structure and purposes of 
Canadian and American universities are similar. Where the 
structures foster authoritarianism, hierarchy, elitism, and 
conservatism, some form of protest and response can 
perhaps be anticipated regardless of the location. Much of 
the student movement of the 1960s was international, 
emerging in Europe, in Canada, and in the United States. 

Moreover, Canadians have traditionally gone to U.S. 
graduate schools in great numbers. The attitudes encoun¬ 
tered there have shaped the Canadian culture and university 
system in diverse subtle and unsubtle ways. In the wake of 
general and growing concern over the meaning of such 
influence, any in-depth study of the politics of the American 
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academy is of immense interest. 

Anti-radicalism remains difficult to document. It occurs in 
sylvan Burnaby, B.C. as well as New Haven, at junior 
colleges as well as major universities. And the combined 
working of repression and tolerance continue as the New 
Left, to use Lemisch’s own description, recedes back into 
the quotation marks from which it came. When radicals are 
not strong, they can be ignored in general or destroyed when 
they act on their principles. A senior and conservative 
professor at the State University of New York at Buffalo 
recently pronounced that the “New Left was as dead as 
Banquo’s ghost.” But when he asserted that in his depart¬ 
ment “of approximately thirty-five men, there is no one you 
could say was of the New Left persuasion,” he neglected to 
add that Gabriel Kolko and others had left Buffalo in justified 
anticipation of the repression of a new university administra¬ 
tion; that Lemisch was across cmpus but not in the history 
department; that a few women, some active in New Left 
politics, were subsumed under the description “approxi¬ 
mately thirty-five men.” 67 

On that same campus, in May of 1975, ten students were 
arrested and many injured, when university administrators 
vetoed student government plans for support of the Attica 
Brothers, victims in a series of current political trials 
stemming from the prison uprising of September 1971. 68 
Suspensions followed the “Due Process” guidelines which 
had emerged under liberal impetus as universities sought to 
define the fashion in which they would deal with dissent. The 
arrests also demonstrate the developments arising from the 
1960s whereby police—and sometimes armies—have be¬ 
come a legitimate presence on campuses. Long gone are the 
days of the self-governing and self-policing university. The 
alliance between administrators and outside firepower has 
become entrenched, and through usage is now largely 


unquestioned. 

This writer is not an expert on the subject of repression in 
the years since 1969. In referring to specific cases, it is not 
always possible to discern the patterns or to establish the 
identity of victims on a broad scale. What follows is 
admittedly impressionistic and incomplete. To present any¬ 
thing like an accurate or complete picture would require a 
tremendous amount of research. But most of us know of 
specific cases on campuses where we live or work, on 
campuses with which we are familiar. Those cases exist in 
sufficient quantity, and have been sufficiently documented 
in the press, so as to support the thesis that intense 
repression is present in a campus atmosphere marked by 
insecurity, economic uncertainty, and the scramble for 
grades or tenure. 

One might consider the role of senior administrators and 
government officials in the decisions not to hire Professor 
John Seeley at the UniversityUniversity of Toronto and the 
Ontario Institute for Studies in Education; one might be 
concerned by the active role of such historians as W.H. 
Nelson, J.B. Conacher, Desmond Morton, Kenneth 
McNaught, and Michael Bliss in the emotional condemna¬ 
tion which led to subsequent suspension of graduate stu¬ 
dents Bill Schabas and Tony Leah for their acts in opposition 
to the on-campus presence of Edward Banfield at the 
University of Toronto. Some of those historians labeled the 
student demonstrators “thugs” and wrote of the importance 
of preserving academic freedom. Yet, when Seeley, whom 
they considered to be of theLeft,was denied due process in 
the consideration of his appointment they remained 
strangely silent and their views on academic freedom could 
not be heard. 70 

Equally disturbing is the political firing of Jeffrey Forest 
and Hugh Miller at Renison College in Waterloo, Ontario; 71 
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and the continued struggle for re-instatement of Mordecai 
Briemberg and others purged from the Political Science- 
Socology-Anthropology Department at Simon Fraser Uni¬ 
versity in Burnaby, B.C. 72 There is a struggle taking place 
between radical and establishment economists on many 
campuses; in many instances—including San Jose State 
University in California, Lehman College in New York City, 
and the University of Massachusetts in Boston—that strug¬ 
gle is resulting in political dismissals and the loss ofjobs. 7 ’ In 
Arizona, FBI agents sent an anonymous derogatory letter to 
a college committee reviewing a radical philosopher s teach¬ 
ing contract. 74 

Such examples could be continued for an extensive 
number of pages. Still, some may see cause for optimism in 
several recent developments. The Committee for the Rights 
of Flistorians within the American Historical Association 
has come up with an orderly set of guidelines in a move 
towards protecting the job rights of historians. On the one 
hand, the committee and its work represents a step forward 
in the struggle for due process; on the other hand, there are 
features of the report that are inadequate—especially in 
establishing protection for divergent life styles and in the 
implementation of enforcement procedures. With the excep¬ 
tion of discussion, enforcement is left in the hands of the 
American Association of University Professors as it was in 
the past. 75 Similarly, much has been made of Affirmative 
Action Programs and the active recruitment of Blacks, 
women and other minorities on U.S. campuses. It may 
represent some progress, but there is ample evidence that 
much alleged compliance is a mere sham; that many 
universities are unwilling or unable to bring about effective 
change in a significant fashion. 76 Like protective factory 
legislation for women in the late nineteenth century, liberal 
efforts to redress the shameful practices of discrimination 


and exploitation may lead to other abuses causing yet other 
kinds of harm. 

On the broad view, it is not possible to adequately discuss 
the subject of repression in the 1970s in a short essay. Its 
theoretical underpinnings and practical effects are too 
complex to emerge without detailed study. Nonetheless, 
repression has its effect, in part governing the way historians 
and other academics are hired and fired, in determining the 
kind of work they can do and the kind of reception it will 
receive. It has a hand in the kind of programmes that are 
established and funded, and in the curtailment of other kinds 
of inquiry. Repressive forces help to dictate which interests 
are served on campuses and they emerge in alliances with 
cops and guns in the supression and coercion of “subversive 
elements”. At the same time, the workings of repression can 
be more subtle, effecting a kind of tolerance for dissent that 
exists within the rules while simultaneously placing intoler¬ 
able burdens on those who it appears to tolerate. As one 
reads the Lemisch essay with its details of past horrors, it is 
important to keep in mind the ways in which the struggle 
continues. All is not history; repression is a continuing part 
of our immediate daily lives. 


V. 

It remains perhaps curious that this manuscript is being 
published in Canada, although its content deals exclusively 
with U.S. historians and events centered on U.S. campuses. 
The reasoning is easily explained. The interlocking nature of 
higher education—especially as between the two 
countries—has been discussed and is easily documented. 
Events centered in the United States are important in the 
repercussions they have in Canada and elsewhere. 
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Secondly, Lemisch’s study is important as a statement of 
the possibilities, going far beyond the actual subject matter 
he undertakes. As part of an expanding literature which 
critically examines the professionalization of knowledge and 
the role of the University in curbing radicalism within the 
academic disciplines, it demonstrates what can be done 
methodologically. 77 The reader can translate from this data 
to other subject areas—political economy or perhaps En¬ 
glish literature —until a gradually developing critique en¬ 
compasses the entirety of higher education. Lemisch pres¬ 
ents a general invitation to consider the masked content, the 
politics, of scholarship. We are convinced that his invitation 
can only be profitably accepted. 

Thirdly, what Lemisch has written about the U.S. histori¬ 
cal profession is of particular importance to an analysis of 
Canadian history. As this introduction has gone some way to 
suggest, the evidence is available to compile a similar study. 
Parallel themes seem to emerge. It is not yet possible to 
assert with confidence that the situation is the same or 
different. But it is impossible to dismiss the questions 
without the careful compilation of data. 

The central thrust of Lemisch’s paper is the questioning of 
history as it has thus far been written. The sharp exposure of 
the myths that uphold the U.S. historical profession points 
to the general vulnerability of establishment history written 
in defence of establishment politics. It suggests the value of 
such a critique and encourages the research which will 
uncover the past in Canada—both within and without the 
academy. 

Finally, Canadian and American academics—like emp¬ 
loyers, Premiers, and Governors—have often linked their 
fortunes. To their great lament, radicals have sometimes 
responded with a fratemalism of their own. In 1841, Major 
General M’leod of the Patriot Army described the events of 


the late uprising in Upper Canada. He advised that “the 
friends of freedom” not despair, and directed his work to a 
distinct audience: 

The work is designed for the information of those numerous 
generous hearted citizens of the United States, who so nobly 
and manfully avowed their sympathy for the oppressed 
Canadians. . . . 

By publishing Lemisch’s paper in Canada, we may continue 
that respect among “the friends of freedom”. For as M’leod 
asserted in 1841: “The contest is only suspended, not given 
up. The people are getting prepared, they will succeed.” 78 
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I. Introduction: 

The “Present-Mindedness” of the 
New Left 

In April of 1967, the Organization of American Historians 
devoted a session of its annual meeting to “American 
Historiography and the New Left.” While several of the 
accused New Left historians lurked about the—would you 
believe?—Red Lacquer Room of Chicago’s Palmer House, 
and while one even sat on the dais, Professor Irwin Unger 
discussed their work. 1 

“No discipline should be without a dialogue,” said Unger: 
it was healthy for profession, and “in any case the questions 
the Left asks are . . . apt to be the interesting ones.” But 
what of the Left’s answers? The New Left was, he said, 
“negative,” “bellicose,” “acerbic,” and their “conviction 
of America’s total depravity” led them to a history which 
Unger., often seemed to think so absurd that merely to 
summarize it was to refute it. 2 Plunging into the New Left’s 
psyche, Unger wondered whether the “real purpose” of one 
of them was “to dethrone the leading representatives of the 
‘establishment’.” He saw others striking “an adolescent 
blow for independence” in their attack on the New Deal: “in 
rejecting it they are rejecting their fathers and their fathers’ 
faith.” 3 

“Present-mindedness” was the central theme of Unger’s 
critique. In its view of America’s earlier foreign relations, 
the New Left was “obviously projecting onto history its 
present cold war fears and frustrations.” Their “harsh 
judgment of nineteenth-century reform” was dictated, “in 
the first place,” not by the facts, but by “ideological 
predispositions.” In these and in other areas, the New Left 
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was using “scholarship as an opportunity for a political 
harangue,” showing a contempt for what Unger called 
“pure history” (“history that has not enlisted in the good 
fight”), and instead was confusing “the truths ot the past 
with the needs of the present and future. 4 

In their present-mindedness the New Lett had revealed a 
“bad temper” and had “often failed to play the scholarly 
game by the most elementary rules ot fair play, allowing 
“the tone and rhetoric of the picket line and the handbi 1 to 
invade their professional work.” There was, Unger teIt, a 
kind of paranoia here, a “sense of persecution.’ And, since 
their fear that an “academic establishment” might use its 
“professional power to proscribe dissent and encourage 
conformity” was “largely anticipatory,” it seemed, in 
Unger’s word, “excessive.” 5 . 

As it happens, the fears of American Left academics are 
not so much anticipatory as retrospective, based on a 
conservative reading of history which says that, unfortu¬ 
nately the future may not turn out to be so different trom the 
past. As we shall see, a very selective perception and 
memory on the part of non-Left historians has obscured the 
horror of the ’fifties-which were not so long ago. In its 
memory of the 'fifties, and the ’forties, and of the decades 
before, the New Left shows itself to be more respecttul ot 
the past than are its ahistorical critics. 6 . 

As for the ‘sixties, by the time David Donald s polemical 
review of Towards a New Past appeared in the American 
Historical Review , 7 the evidence for his claim that New Lett 
historians were at prestige universities was thirty-three per 
cent too optimistic. 8 Some time before Unger had spoken 
Norman Pollack had left Yale. At the time, Staughton Lynd 
was following a similar path." I had been dropped by the 
University of Chicago after my first term as assistant 
professor because, as the chairman ot the history depart¬ 


ment explained, “Your convictions interfered with your 
scholarship.” 10 During the summer after Unger spoke, Lynd 
was denied one job at Chicago State College—explicitly 
because of his “public activities”—and another at the 
University of Chicago, because he showed “bad judgment” 
in commenting on my own experience there. Meanwhile and 
subsequently, Lynd was rejected by a number of other 
institutions in the Chicago area, including one whose presi¬ 
dent explained that his reasons for vetoing an appointment 
were “ad hominem.” 

Lynd" s experience has been the worst of those mentioned: 
in plain English, he is being blacklisted. But the employment 
picture for Left historians has not been all bad, and many 
have good jobs. On the other hand, even the most successful 
among them have found their opportunities narrowed by 
their politics. 11 Some of those with tenure have been frozen 
out by their departments in diverse subtle ways, and 
sometimes not so subtly. 

But in repression, as in other matters, the view from the 
top down is inaccurate: we do not measure what is happen¬ 
ing in a society so much through the experience of those 
whose names we have heard as through the experience of 
those whose names we have not heard. For many of these, 
especially younger radicals in graduate school and depen¬ 
dents within an atrocious hierarchy of caprice and injustice, 
for them political discrimination has been blatant. Expul¬ 
sions, loss of fellowships, and poison pen letters of non¬ 
recommendation are common. All in all, although the radical 
voice on campus is far from silent, there is abundant 
evidence of attempts to suppress it. The radical teacher 
knows that someone in his class is taking notes for the FBI, 
the House Un-American Activities Committee, or the local 
red squad, 12 and he knows that, for all the talk of violence on 
campus, the most violent things which have happened on 
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American campuses have been the killing of Blacks at 
Orangeburg 13 and the nearly successful attempt to murder 
and to mutilate Left sociology professor Richard Flacks in 
his University of Chicago office. 14 To dismiss so lightly as 
did Unger the reality of repression is to lend support to it.* 
So this is more than a tempest in a Palmer House. The 
sociology and politics of the academic world—which views 
are rewarded, which penalized, and, and, more simply, who 
is fired and who is hired—directly affect our view of 
America’s past and thus of its present and future. Unger 
spoke of those historians who seemed to him to be unwilling 
to play by the rules of the game. What of those who make and 
enforce the rules? Here Unger found little to criticize. It was 
true, he acknowledged, that some of the New Left’s elders 
had been influenced by “a conservative political bias” and 
exhibited a “self-congratulatory” quality; but “more com¬ 
mon among them” was “a political neutrality which, how¬ 
ever inadequate for citizenship, is certainly useful for 
scholarship.” 15 

II. Repression after World War II 

It is the purpose of this paper to examine the contention that 
American historiography since World War II has been 
politically neutral. 16 A full account would have to begin with 
the central fact of American politics in those years: the Cold 

* In 1969, when Lemisch was writing, the most violent acts on campus 
were yet to come. His examples now seem temperate in the wake of the 
Kent State and Jackson State Massacres in the Spring of 1970. Though we 
are often told these days that the campuses have “returned to the 'fifties’’ 
in their complaisance, it is not certain that the most violent occurrences 
are behind us. And as the Lemisch account of the ’fifties makes clear—if it 
were true that students have returned to a former time, those times were 
grim ones, —editor’s note 
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War. We cannot undertake a re-examination of foreign policy 
here But we can note that a new revisionism-Us suggesting 
that he non-Left which uses the passive-sound,ng tern 
ntamment while recoiling at “imperialism,” may be 
less precise and further from cool analysis than a^e the wild 

Jo C 'stalm W w OSe h ab !u e °u the ' angUa8e thc y abb or; that, while 
Joe Stalin was hardly the avuncular old fellow portrayed by 

Lift magazine during World War II, he may have been weak 

Truman U thm ent “ 1945, and leSS ag 8 ressive than Harry 

L; a h tl a s r ,° Pe r TT tentl0n , t0 historical continuities will 
snow that the Soviet Union of the ’sixties known to 

international New Left as hardly the friend, and—together 

revolutio U n b0rdlnate < T. ommunist Parties -often the enemy of 
revolution is, in that sense, little different from the 

nationalist Soviet Union of the ’forties; and that the same 

attention to continuity will show that such barbarities as 

JentraM’rend fr ° m bei " g aberrati °ns, are consistent with a 
central trend m American foreign policy. And this new 

revisionism, resting partly on the reading of document 
unavailable at the time but also on information and an 
analysis winch was readily available to any critical mind at 
the time is suggesting that it was quite possible to see 
through both sides of the Cold War as it was happening 
external aggressiveness, internal repression: 111 those were 

McSh °a! hat haS C ° me t0 be CaIled Mc Carthyism. But 
arthy did not invent McCarthyism: consider the 1946 
Wisconsin senatorial campaign, in which Joe hopped on the 
anti-communist bandwagon only after Norman Thomas* 
suggested (at the forty-sixth annual picnic of the 
Wisconsin Socialist Party) that McCarthy’s opponent was a 
fellow-traveler.” 19 Writing in 1950 , Carey McWilliams 

.322' Pany and i,s 
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described McCarthyism as the “direct outgrowth” of Harry 
Truman’s 1947 loyalty program. In words which go far to 
suggest how repression starts in this country—from above, 
not below—McWilliams went on to say that “it was a 
foregone conclusion” that once a loyalty test had been set 
up, someone else would come along to challenge the 
adequacy of the test. 20 

The almost total failure of non-Left historians critically to 
examine liberal anti-communism is one aspect of the 
present-mindedness of these historians. A full exploration of 
this topic is beyond the scope of this paper. Suffice it to say 
that when the domestic history of the Cold War is written, it 
will take a new look at people like Thomas and Truman, and 
at the anti-communist clauses of such organizations as the 
American Civil Liberties Union and the Committee for a 
Sane Nuclear Policy.-’ 1 It will note that liberals were no less 
anti-communist than McCarthy: what they opposed was the 
anti-communism which competed with and disrupted what 
they saw as the necessary anti-communism of government 
agencies. 22 And the logic of liberals led them to see the 
liberal’s proper role as one of cooperation. Leslie Fiedler 
urged what he described as “a troubled and difficult course: 
what seems to me the truly liberal one”—speak against 
McCarthy while naming names (“as if to ‘rat’ were the worst 
of crimes”). 23 Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.’s patience grew short 
with those who felt that it was “somehow below the belt 
even to report on Communist Party activities or to identify 
its influence.” 24 Harvard Law professors Zechariah Chafee, 
Jr. and Arthur E. Sutherland advised against use of the Fifth 
Amendment: “The underlying principle ... is the duty of 
the citizen to cooperate ingovernment.” 2 ' The ACLU found 
the FBI’s violations of civil liberties “happily infrequent,” 26 
and Schlesinger urged amateur red-hunters to defer to J. 
Edgar Hoover: “We need the best professional counter¬ 
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espionage agency we can get. . ,” 27 

All of this deeply affected the academic world Dnrin„.K 
ater forties and early ’fifties there was a series of inveshvf 
ons of education by every level of government. American 
colleges and universities emerged with a reputation for 
having stood up to McCarthyism. The truth is q U i te 
different -another instance of the selective memory of the 

o"es“ aCad6miCS reSP ° nd t0 inVeSti ^ions and 

p I he rL Were m i any brave Words about academic freedom 
Robert Maynard Hutchins of the University of Chicago told 
the state s Broyles Commission of “the miasma of thought 
control, - K and Harold Taylor’s Sarah Lawrence told the 
Bronxvilie American Legion that teachers “may not be 
deprived of any rights they hold as citizens.”” Charles 
Seymour of Yale pledged to oppose any “hysterical witch 

Meanwhile, academics were being fired. Those who 
cooperated with the red hunters were usually safe, but those 
who did not, especially those who took the Fifth Amend¬ 
ment, were subjected to tremendous pressures by their 

cens m'd nS; ^ h ° refused to give in were suspended, 
censured or fired. Tenure made no difference. With varia- 

tl i° ns ’ tbl * was the Pattern at-to name a few 
places-NUT, a t Harvard, in the city colleges of New York 
n Washington, in California, in Michigan, Colorado at 
utgers, NYU, and Chicago, at institutions of all sizes and 
descriptions. 31 

How can this be? How can liberals have spoken out for 
acadeimc freedom while firing those who tried to assert their 
ree d om Part of the answer lies in the fact that liberals did 
not intend for the benefits of academic freedom to apply to 

of n n m,C u rhUS ’ When Harold Taylor spoke of the rights 
achers, he meant those teachers who met the tests of 
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“candor, honesty, and scholarly inte g rit y . .S' Com¬ 
munists could not meet the tests, and they could neither be 
given nor retain “the responsibility of membership in 
larah Lawrence Faculty.”” At Harvard President Conant 
spoke up for academic freedom, while stating that so far^as 
he knew, there were no Communists there. It th 
■inv “I hope the Government will ferret them ou 
prosecute them.”” Nathan Pusey, who followed him, 
agreed and stated that Harvard was unalterably opposed1 to 
Communism. 34 President Seymour of Yale, and A. Wh y 
Griswold who followed him, agreed that Communists should 
not and would not knowingly be appointed to their facu ^ n 
At Chicago Hutchins put the University on record as being 
-oppoS,icommunism.” Afterall,sincereUn.tedIStc. e 
government had entrusted Chicago with what Hutchins 
proudly called “the most momentous military secre in 
history” (the first chain reaction), the University must 
clean. “The faculty number 1,000,” said Hutchins; ^ o 
of its members is engaged in subversive activi ^s- 

What this meant in practice was that the universities 
protected those who cooperated with the ccmmittees an 
got rid of those who took the Fifth Amendment^ This 
position was sanctioned by the highest authority. In March 
of 1953 the Association of American Universities a op e 
statement which said that membership in the Communist 
Partv “extinguishes the right to a university position and 
SI, was The duty of professors to coopmttj«U.legrsla- 
tive inquiries, even when they abused t p 
“ invocation of the Fifth Amendment places upon a 
professor a heavy burden of proof of his fitness to hold a 
teaching position and lays upon his university an obligation 
to re-examine his qualifications for membership in its 
society ” The statement was approved by DuBndge , 
California Institute of Technology, Kirk of Columbia, Buck 
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of Harvard, Killian of MIT, Miller of Northwestern, Dodds 
of Princeton, Heald of NYU, Sproul of California, Kimpton 
of Chicago, Griswold of Yale, and presidents and chancel¬ 
lors of twenty-seven other institutions. 37 

The AAU drew the line between what it called “freedom” 
and what it called “duty.” 38 Just as Hutchins, Taylor, 
Conant, Seymour, and Griswold had done earlier, it was 
defining the point at which permissible dissent became 
impermissible. Truman had done the same with his loyalty 
order, as did the liberal organizations which had excluded 
Communists. All of these individuals and groups were 
engaged in drawing the line. Radicalism, of course, will 
always be defined by those in positions of power within 
established institutions as passing over the line. By focusing 
their activity on drawing the line — rather than opposing the 
very idea of setting up such a line—these liberals were 
simply expressing their anti-radicalism, their underlying 
conservatism. 

(There is another sense in which the firings were not at all 
inconsistent with academic freedom. The term is often 
misunderstood. What it means, most basically, is the 
freedom of academics to regulate their own affairs without 
outside intervention. In this sense, it is like similar freedoms 
claimed by such professions as law and medicine. These 
freedoms are thought to help the advancement of the field, 
and this, in turn, is thought to work in the public interest. 
The truth may be quite different, as such guilds as the 
American Medical Association clearly indicate. These fields 
are extremely hierarchal in their internal government, and 
each has a self-conscious ideology which sees that hierarchy 
as necessary and good and which dismisses the possibility of 
democratic rule as harmful to the field and thus bad for the 
public. iV Thus assertions of academic freedom are assertions 
that final power to make academic decisions should rest with 
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those who rule the profession: they cherish the freedom to 
clean their own house. Thus the same “academic freedom 
which was used asjustification fora purge by academic elites 
is quite correctly used as a sanction against other interfer¬ 
ences such as assertions by students of claims over admi - 
sions,* curriculum, and hiring, and demands by younger 
faculty for due process. All of these are indeed interferences 
with academic freedom.) 

The result of all this was a deeply repressive atmosphere, 
an era of blacklist, 40 a time when academics went to jail tor 
daring to invoke the First Amendment, 41 and the Supreme 
Court proclaimed the legitimacy of their incarceration. It 
was no wonder that, in this atmosphere, a man who read of a 
professor’s anti-HUAC activities tried to kill him with a 
shotgun in his Berkeley office, and succeeded in killing a 
graduate student. 4 ’ Nor was it any wonder thatthestudents 
of the ’fifties were called a silent generation. Teachers 
worried about what their students would say about their 
lectures and to whom they would say it; they changed their 
reading lists and grew jumpy about classroom discussions. 
Some the American Association ot University Professors 
reported in 1957, began their lectures with statements 
disclaiming responsibility for any view expressed; I 
habitually keep all my classes as confused as possible as to 
my own views,’’ said one. 44 (“We’ve never had more 
freedom,” wrote John Roche of Havertord College and the 
American Civil Liberties Union in 1956. ) 45 As they Ranged 
their teaching, they changed their writing. So it was that the 
university was purged ot audible radical criticism, an 
academic thought grew slovenly and stultified in its one¬ 
sidedness. If ideas have consequences, all of this was bound 
to have effects in the world outside the academy. 


53 


III. The Ideology of Anti-Radicalism 

In those years, American intellectuals were constructing an 
ideology which said that radicalism was at best an ana¬ 
chronism and that it was both unwise and unnecessary. 
Reinhold Niebuhr*—whom Walter LaFeber has called the 
most socially influential American theologian since 
Jonathan Edwards 46 —spoke out as much against the “illu¬ 
sions” of traditional liberalism as against those of contem¬ 
porary Communism when he ridiculed “utopian visions of 
historical possibilities.” Rejecting what he called “the 
heady notion that man is master of his fate and the captain of 
his soul,” 47 Niebuhr said instead, “Nothing that is worth 
doing can be achieved in our lifetime. . . ,” 48 Isaiah knew 
that “every desperate effort to establish security will lead to 
a heightened insecurity.” Niebuhr attacked the idea of 
planning, the “impossible dream” of achieving human 
happiness, the idea that history could be “rationally or¬ 
dered.” History was uncontrollable and incomprehensible, 
experience would triumph over dogma, “common sense” 
over “abstract theories.” Condorcet was wrong. 49 

Interestingly, Burke —“the great exponent of the wisdom 
of historical experience as opposed to the abstract 
rationalism of the French Revolution”—was right. 50 
Niebuhr’s liberalism was closer to traditional conservatism: 
there was no room in it for people who try to make the world 
over in accord with schemes of what might be rather than 
what is. 

Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., shared Niebuhr’s admiration 
for Burke. 51 Man could not be “reformed by argument” nor 

* A prominent Protestant theologian active in the affairs of the U.S. 
Democratic Party.—editor’s note 
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“liberated by a change in economic institutions All 
important problems are insoluble,” announced Schlesinger 
with a certainty that matched Niebuhr at his most 
lugubrious.” Progress and perfectibility were illusions: 

“ the womb has irrevocably closed behind us . . . 

security is a foolish dream of old men- ” 55 Thus history 

was tragedy, turbulent and unpredictable, beyond human 

Niebuhr’s influence on Schlesinger was clear and was 
freely acknowledged . 57 Underlying Niebuhr’s pessimism 
was a conception of human nature which Schlesinger also 
shared. Niebuhr attacked the modern rejection of original 
sin and asked us instead to reject “Jeffersonian illusions 
about human nature”: the idea of even ‘potentially innocent 
men” was “an absurd notion.” 5 ” Schlesinger looked with 
most respect to those doubters and skeptics, men like Freud 
and Kierkegaard, who had “charged] possibilities of 
depravity .” 59 Schlesinger enlarged the chart: man was at 
best “imperfect” or “weak”; human experience revealed 
“anxiety, guilt and corruption”; thee were dark and 
subterranean forces in human nature” “fire and treason m 
the blood, “aggressive and sinister impulses. Freud ha 
renewed the belief in “the dark, slumbering forces of the 
will ” and the “human love of aggression which Freu 
saw, Schlesinger found underlying “all socia 

3,1 Thfdarker side of human nature was a fundamental and 
recurring element in the anti-radical ideology of the fifties. 
Niebuhr and Schlesinger talked about man as they perceived 
him to have been and assumed that that was the way he m 
be that was his nature. Leaving aside the question of 
whether their perception of man in history was correct ' 
seems to me at best a gross and unsophisticated reading 
-there remains the question of whether man must in fact be 
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what he has been. These ideologues of the ’fifties answered 
yes, and this is an almost definitely conservative, Burkean 
position, buttressed, more recently, by conservative ele¬ 
ments in Freud. But this [the question of human nature] is a 
question for science, and neither Burke nor Freud is 
science. Science, too, has been as ideological as history, 
with a strong tendency to document conservative argu¬ 
ments. But we have solid evidence, especially in social 
psychology, that the idea of “human nature” is itself a myth, 
that man will kill if his society invites him to and refuse to kill 
if his society invites him not to; that a man whose chemistry 
indicates “physiological arousal” will feel himself to be 
either joyful or furious, depending on what his social context 
invites him to be; that clinical psychology has severe limits 
as a predictor of human behavior, since it is a complex 
interplay between individual variations (which have never 
been adequately described by clinicians) and social 
expectations—not the fire and treason in the blood—which 
determine human behavior. Thus man is, in large part, what 
society makes him, or allows him to be, and to read his 
nature back from his conduct in past societies is circular, 
redundant, and superficial. 61 

With psychology so full of conservative ideology as it has 
been, from Gustave Le Bon to Freud to the present, it would 
take great arrogance to say just what human nature is, or 
even that there is such a thing. Those who did so adhered not 
to science, but to faith—a kind of dark faith, a mythology 
about human nature which, as we shall see, was a major 
element in the anti-radical ideology. 

Despite the impossibility of utopia and the insolubility of 
all problems, America seemed, to Niebuhr and Schlesinger, 
to have solved most of its problems and to have become “a 
kind of paradise of domestic security and wealth.” Niebuhr 
fell into what seem somewhat unchristian ecstasies over our 
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"opulence,” our movement "toward the ultimate in stan¬ 
dards of living,” "standards . . . beyond the dreams of 
avarice of most of the world.” 62 Sc hie singer felt that anxiety 
was not a part of most American lives; the quantitative 
problems had been solved, 65 and there remained, he wrote in 
Esquire in 1960, only "pools of poverty” to be "mopped 
up.” 64 Thus, wrote Niebuhr, we had achieved “social 
harmony” and "social peace.” No wonder a European 
visitor was so deeply impressed by 1 he absence ot signitic 
ant social resentments in American life.” 65 

This stability, this placidity, was due both to our affluence 
and to the fact that we had, in Niebuhr’s words, "equilib¬ 
rated power”: 

We have attained a certain equilibrium in economic society 
itself by setting organized power against organized power. 
When that did not suffice we used the more broadly based 
political power to redress disproportions and disbalances in 
economic society. 66 

This idea—that in America government was not the 
instrument of the privileged classes, 6 ' but rather that it 
operated so as to equalize the weak and the strong and had 
succeeded in producing an equilibrium, a consensus was a 
central element in the ideology ot the fifties. It appeared in 
the work of John Kenneth Galbraith as “the concept of 
countervailing power” 66 and it pervaded the social science 
of the era under the n-ame of pluralism. 69 The pluralists 
envisioned not a power elite, but a multiplicity of elites, of 
which none is strong enough to dominate. Politics consists ot. 
bargaining, brokerage, compromises among these elites. 
Daniel Bell wrote: "Democratic politics means bargaining 
between legitimate groups and the search tor consensus. 
Compromise had been achieved pragmatically and non- 
ideologically. Those few problems remaining in American 
society required not ideological but rather technical and 
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non-political solutions. 71 The age of ideology was over: this 
was the "end of ideology.” 

The ideology whic h called itself end of ideology had a very 
negative view of radicalism and of the participation of 
masses of people in politics. "The tendency to convert 
concrete issues into ideological problems, to invest them 
with moral colour and high emotional charge,” wrote Daniel 
Bell in Encounter, "is to invite conflicts which can only 
damage a society.” Fortunately, the two parties competed 
with each other for power rather than for virtue and had 
often been indistinguishable in their principles: "the con¬ 
straining role of the electoral system” was a good thing.” 
Ideological politics disrupted the smoothly functioning sys¬ 
tem of compromise among informed elites. Such politics 
were bad, and since social problems could be solved in 
simpler ways, there was a hint not only of wickedness but 
also of lunacy about those who felt the need to depart from 
normal channels. People on the Left tended to see con¬ 
spiracies about them; they were given to mental disorder, 
"lonely and frustrated people,” said Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., 
"craving social, intellectual and even sensual fulfillment 
they cannot obtain in existing society.” 75 

Such was the message of the end of ideology, and 
especially of its leading popularizer, Eric Hoffer, the favou¬ 
rite proletarian philosopher of Dwight Eisenhower, Lyndon 
Johnson, 74 and Eric Sevareid. 75 Hoffer reduced revolution to 
psychological aberration. 76 He never stopped to consider the 
actual grievances that led revolutionaries to frustration. 
Having denied the substantive reality of the real grievances 
which have led to revolution, he proceeded to construct a 
general psychological typology of revolutionaries. In that 
typology mass movements were interchangeable, since they 
were composed of the same kinds of people. By this 
standard. Communists and Nazis, Left and Right, were 
indistinguishable. Thus, the liberals who adhered to end of 
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ideology saw mass movements as unruly, a threat to 
stability, and at the same time, conservative or reactionary. 
The great threat to society came from below, not above, 
from a tyranny or despotism of the majority, not the 
minority. 77 

Thus the pluralists saw mass conduct as reactionary, and 
by complementary reasoning, they saw reactionary conduct 
as typical of the masses. The Populists of the late nineteenth 
century were seen as retrogressive, utopian, and anti-semi- 
tic. John Roche could write of the South and choose only the 
lynch mob as an example of “direct democracy.” 78 And if 
the Populists were reactionary, McCarthy was a populist, 
another excess of democracy. Viewed in the pluralist model, 
McCarthy’s vigilantism was a disruption of the consensus 
from below, an attempt to impede pluralist politics by an 
intrusion of grassroots populism. Thus, Leslie Fiedler saw in 
McCarthy the “sour dregs of populism,” “an extension of 
the ambiguous American impulse toward ‘direct democracy’ 
with its distrust of authority, institutions, and expert 
knowledge. . . .” McCarthy’s support came from “the 
resolutely anti-intellectual small-town weeklies” and from 
“working-class districts.” McCarthy was the inheritor of 
“the bitterest and most provincial aspects” of an earlier 
populism. 7 ‘ ; 

The ideology described above and the people who ex¬ 
pounded it had some fairly specific organizational locations 
in Americans for Democratic Action, founded in 1947,“° and 
in the Congress for Cultural Freedom, founded in 1950. 81 
Both organizations were dedicated to the struggle against 
communism, and their ideology was in part a sanctification 
of their anti-communism. When the end of ideologist spoke 
of the pursuit of utopia, it was the USSR that he had in mind; 
the true believer was a communist. As it turned out, the 
Congress for Cultural Freedom was underwritten by the 


CIA. There was a conspiracy, and the very people who 
were claiming that conspiracies were only activities or 
fantasies of the Left were at best dupes, at worst liars hoist 
on their own petard. 82 

II end of ideology was anti-communist, anti-radical 
anti-populist-and CIA ideology to boot-that does not 
necessarily make it false. The truth may emerge from service 
to even the worst of patrons. But since we are concerned 
with the writing of history, and this was an ideology which 
influenced the writing ol history, we must know whether it 
was in fact true or false. We must, insofar as we can, test the 
end of ideology. 

One of the tests of social science is prediction Without 
entering into discussion about the possibility of constructing 
a science of society, we must note that, by any standards, the 
world of the ’sixties is totally unrecognizeable when seen 
through the lens of end of ideology. Stability, social har¬ 
mony, consensus: people in power long for them, but they 
know that the system which was supposed to provide them 
has shown its incapacity to do so. Those who do not fit 
Daniel Bell’s definition of “legitimate group” are no longer 
willing to accept as “democratic politics” a system which 
excludes them. Foreign visitors no longer marvel at the 
absence of significant social resentments in America. The 
events of less than a decade show end of ideology to have 
been a useless predictor, and this suggests that it was never 
an adequate description of reality. 

Another way of testing end of ideology is to make 
empirical inquiry into origins of reactionary movements, 
such as McCarthyism. If the end of ideologists were correct, 
we would find that such movements have originated from 
below, not above, from the grass roots rather than from 
elites, in short, that the evils we have experienced have 
indeed flowed from an excess of democracy. 

I have suggested above that McCarthyism had very 
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respectable, elite origins. This analysis is confirmed and 
fully documented in Michael Paul Rogin’s excellent study. 
The Intellectuals and McCarthy. First of all, Rogin has 
tested the pluralists’ contention that there was continuity 
between McCarthy and earlier agrarian radicalism and found 
it invalid. Testing the contention in the Senator’s home 
state, Wisconsin, Rogin finds entirely different social bases 
for McCarthy and [Progressive Senator Robert| LaFollette. 
McCarthy rose on a conservative constituency, the tradi¬ 
tional source of Republican strength. Progressivism in 
Wisconsin “mobilized poor Scandinavian farmers against 
the richer areas of the state”; McCarthy “rose to power with 
the votes of the richer German inhabitants of the farms and 
small cities in southern and eastern Wisconsin. . . .’’Those 
counties which had been Progressive “tended to oppose 
McCarthy more than other counties in the state.” 85 Else¬ 
where, Rogin finds a similar discontinuity: in North Dakota 
ISenatorl William Langer “had his agrarian radicalism in 
common with opponents of McCarthy and his McCarthyism 
in common with opponents of agrarian radicalism.” McCar¬ 
thy did not represent any “new” American Right—just the 
“old one with new enthusiasm and new power.”* 4 

In Rogin’s analysis, McCarthy emerged from conserva¬ 
tive rural politics —which is far from mass politics, but rather 
the politics of local elites. Thus, for instance, Leslie 
Fiedler’s contention that McCarthy’s support by small-town 
newspapers was an indication that McCarthyism was 
another movement toward “direct democracy,” continuous 
with Populism, is practically reversed when examined more 
carefully. Small-town newspapers in fact had an enduring 
record of opposition to agrarian radicalism; such newspap¬ 
ers are generally the voice of conservative local business 
interests, and it was these small-town business people who 
formed a part of McCarthy’s base. Thus, Rogin notes, 
McCarthyism was a movement by a “conservative elite- 


-from precinct workers to national politicians. . . .” It 

flourished within the normal workings of American poli¬ 
tics: not radically outside of them” and was “sustained not 
by a revolt of the masses so much as by the actions and 
inactions of various elites.”* 5 

Thus McCarthyism was more elitist than popular, and it 
was promoted by a faction within the Republican Party 
which was more concerned with Communism, Cold War, 
and Korea than was the country as a whole. After these and 
more liberal elites established communism as an issue, 
McCarthy jumped on the bandwagon. In power he was 
supported by moderate Republicans who did not want to 
split the Party, by conservative and southern Democrats, 
and by liberal anti-communists who promoted the issue. 86 
Thus McCarthy is evidence for the evils of too little 
democracy, not too much. 

The broader implications of Rogin’s study have yet to be 
faced by historians. Mass movements, he concludes, func- 
tion positively “to overcome the political conservatism” 
and “the resistance to change among [the] better-educated, 
better-informed. . . .” Pluralism, which justifies rule by 
those elites unhampered by popular radicalism, is thus 
properly seen as a liberal American venture into conserva¬ 
tive political theory.” 87 

If we look to the evidence concerning other popular 
movements, there is much support for Rogin’s thesis. In 
other research, Rogin has found the early support for George 
Wallace stronger among the middle and upper class than 
among the working class. “Is ’middle-class au¬ 
thoritarianism’ a more fruitful concept than working-class 
authoritarianism?” he asks. 88 J. David Valaik has examined 
the attitudes of American Catholics on the Spanish Civil War 
and has shown that the conclusion that Catholics were 
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pro-Franco is elitist and over-simplified. James Farley, 
Fulton J. Sheen, Father Coughlin, Senator McCarran, the 
Knights of Columbus, the Brooklyn Tablet, Our Sunday 
Visitor , and the Holy Name societies—the elite, the 
hierarchy—yes; but Valaik shows that Roosevelt and 
machine Democrats erred when they equated the attitudes of 
“monsignors and diocesan editors’ with the attitudes of 
Catholic laymen, nearly two thirds of whom failed to 
concur. 89 

The war in Vietnam offers another instructive test for the 
thesis that the masses are more conservative than elites. We 
all remember those public opinion polls that Lyndon John¬ 
son carried around in his pocket. Those polls seemed to 
indicate that the public approved of Johnson's handling of 
Vietnam, and that whatever pressure came from below 
favoured greater escalation rather than de-escalation.But, 
what, happened when, instead of asking grossly and simply, 
“do you approve of President Johnson’s handling of the 
situation in Vietnam?” polls-takers instead presented re¬ 
spondents with a wider range of policy alternatives? The 
Stanford/NORC [National Opinion Research Corporation] 
poll (February-March, 1966) found that while sixty-one per 
cent said that they approved of Johnson, eighty-eight per 
cent were willing to negotiate with the Vietcong, fifty-four 
per cent were willing to hold free elections even if the 
Vietcong might win, and fifty-two per cent were willing to 
allow a coalition government including the Vietcong. In 
addition, those opposed to the President were more likely to 
be “doves” than “hawks.” 91 “The country is far ahead of 
the Administration,” wrote the New York Times. ' 1 In other 
words, when presented with a broader range of policy 
alternatives than those offered by the vacuous bipartisan 
politics of the Johnson era, the people chose peace while 
governing elites conducted war. 

The New Hampshire primary of 1968 confirmed the 


Stanford Poll and offered another dramatic instance of 
popular intervention against elite conservatism. A similar 
intervention had occurred in the anti-war vote of 1952. And 
in 1964, the electorate had chosen peace and had been 
over-ruled by an elitist politics which invites usurpation by 
those in power. 93 

How do we quantify this, and balance it against such data 
on the other side as the California vote on Proposition 14 
[which would have outlawed discrimination in housing] in 
1964, the New York vote on a civilian review board [of the 
police department] in 1966, and all the other referenda with 
conservative results? I do not know. There would seem, at 
present, to be no clear basis for a generalization either way. 
Certainly the data would not justify our moving into a mythic 
realm of noble workers and unerring electorates. Neither 
does it justify a complementary mythology about noble elites 
and the superior trustworthiness of uncommon men. And 
that is the problem with end of ideology: it asks us to 
substitute faith for research. Until the research is done, the 
most conservative of judges will have to conclude that the 
case for end of ideology is far from proved. 

It is possible to construct a program of research which 
might give us some answers to fundamental questions about 
the comparative political conduct of elites and masses. To 
begin with, such a program would do research on mass 
movements. This such pluralist manifestoes as The New 
American Right failed to do. 94 Second, when such research 
was undertaken, instead of stopping at the point where it 
detected what it felt to be bad popular conduct, it would, 
rather than concluding that that was human nature, proceed 
to ask, why? If lower-class whites throw rocks at blacks, 
shall we consider our work done when we conclude that 
lower-class whites are racist, or shall we ask, why? If voters 
are found to be apathetic, to what extent is that a reflection 
on them, to what extent a reflection on the choices which the 
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political system offers them? If the public seems to approve 
of Lyndon Johnson, shall we conclude that they are hawks, 
or shall we see how they respond to genuine alternatives? In 
each case, the premature conclusion of research betrays a 
polemicist justifying his faith, not a scientist. 

Finally, a sensible program of research on this question 
would have to apply to the conduct of elites the same 
standards of criticism which it applies to the conduct of 
non-elites. To prove the pluralists' case, they must show 
that referenda produce more conservative results than do 
legislatures. When they are considering the conservatism of 
the electorate, they must also consider the Tonkin Bay 
Resolution, various repressive laws—Smith Acts, McCar- 
ran Acts, Mundt-Nixon, the draft and its domestic and 
foreign effects. If voters can be bought and sold, so can 
legislatures, and judges, too. Pluralists did an intensive job 
of exposing what one of them has called the '‘problematics” 
of democracy; 95 but they seem entirely to have surrendered 
their critical sense when it came to the “problematics” of 
rule by elites. In the absence of such a balanced criticism, 
what we have is assertion, not evidence, not research but 
faith—what we might call the anti-democratic faith. 96 

There is clearly about the end of ideology an uncritical 
admiration of elites, and the ideology finally becomes 
synonymous with elitism. Only ideologists unquestioningly 
accepting elitism as if it were objectively valid could have 
entertained without amazement Daniel Bell’s equation of 
“democratic politics” with bargaining among “legitimate 
groups.” 97 Only the true believer could let pass without a 
double take such phrases as Irving Kristol’s “vulgarization 
of the democratic idea.” 915 The same elitism was there when 
Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., wrote in Encounter “On Heroic 
Leadership and the Dilemma of Strong Men and Weak 
Peoples.” Schlesinger saw the popular resistance to strong 
men as rooted in emotion and “envy” of those whom he 


called “superior persons.” The popular fear that “dominant 
personalities imperiled free institutions” ignored the fact 
that a strong leader need not be a dictator if his “personal 
style” embodied democratic values. As an example of such 
values, Schlesinger quoted Woodrow Wilson: 

i he instructed few may not be safe leaders except in so far as 
they have communicated their instruction to the many, 
except in so far as they have transmuted their thought into a 
common, a popular thought. . . . The dynamics of 
[democratic] leadership lie in persuasion.” 

Underlying this faith in the instructed few was an attitude 
ot condescension and sometimes scorn of the uninstructed 
many. Thus Niebuhr noted that there was “no guarantee 
that poverty will be accompanied by the virtue of humility.” 
If the poor had virtues, that did not mean that their 
resentments were virtuous: “invariably,” they “fail to 
recognize the root” of “the evils from which they suffer” in 
themselves and instead “wrongfully assume” that suchevils 
“are solely the consequence of the peculiar malice of their 
oppressors. . . .” 100 Niebuhr extended this kind of argument 
into a justification for imperialism, in which the victims seem 
more to blame than the oppressors. The victims were in fact 
beneficiaries; had not “imperialism”—he put the word in 
quotation marks as if it were some native’s fantasy — brought 
technical skills and education? (He also used quotation 
marks when noting that the industrial world was “white” 
and the non-technical world was “colored.”) A nation such 
as Indo-China, which was held “in tutelage,” became 
obsessed with “the idea that all of its ills flow from the 
imperial occupation.” “This is never the case,” stated 
Niebuhr with a certainty which seems to contradict the 
ambiguity which is one of his favourite themes. After all, if 
the colonial nation was “deficient in capacities for self- 
government,” then “political confusion and economic 
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chaos” would follow upon “emancipation.” Another reason 
for delaying decolonization lay in the fact that few of the 
non-industrial nations have sufficiently high standards of 
honesty to make democratic government viable.” Oriental 
culture, he noted, “never inculcated an individual sense of 
responsibility to the larger community. Niebuhr s amazing 
discussion of Asian character and institutions was, as one 
historian put it gently, “not untinged with 
condescension.” 101 

Perhaps the best comment with which to close a discus¬ 
sion of end of ideology comes from C. Wright Mills: 

If the phrase “the end of ideology” has any meaning at all, it 
pertains to self-selected circles of intellectuals in the richer 
countries. It is in fact merely their own self-image. The total 

population ofthese countries is a fraction of mankind.. . .To 

speak in such terms of much of Latin-America, Africa, Asia, 
the Soviet bloc is merely ludicrous. Anyone wno stands in 
front of audiences—intellectual or mass—in any of these 
places and talks in such terms will merely be shrugged off (if 
the audience is polite) or laughed at out loud (if the audience 
is more candid and knowledgeable). The end-of-ideology is a 
slogan of complacency, circulating among the prematurely 
middle-aged, centered in the present, and in the rich Western 
societies. In the final analysis, it also rests upon a disbelief in 
the shaping by men of their own futures—as history and as 
biography. It is a consensus of a few provincials about their 
own immediate and provincial position.' 02 

IV. Historians as Activists: I 


What were historians saying in those days? In February of 
1953 Daniel J. Boorstin, then at the University of Chicago, 
testified before the House Committee on Un-American 
Activities, which was investigating Communist methods of 
infiltration in education. Boorstin was a cooperative wit¬ 


ness: he brought no lawyer, and he named several people, 
including two former room-mates, as Communist Party 
members. 103 He felt that Party members should not be 
permitted to teach in public schools or in universities. Since 
he had left the Party, he had been “active” in his opposition 
to it. 104 How, Representative Moulder asked, had Boorstin 
expressed his opposition to the Party? 105 Boorstin replied 
that his opposition had taken two forms: first, “an affirma¬ 
tive participation in religious activities. . . .” 106 The second 
form of his opposition had been 

an attempt to discover and explain to students in my teaching 
and in my writing, the unique virtues of American democ¬ 
racy. I have done this partly in my Jefferson book which, by 
the way, was bitterly attacked in the Daily Worker as 
something defending the ruling classes in America; and in a 
forthcoming book called The Genius of American Politics, 
which is on the presses at the moment. 

I have written articles and book reviews for a commentary 
[sic] magazine which is a strongly anti-Communist 
journal. . . . 107 

Later in the hearing, Boorstin was asked whether he had 
engaged in any other anti-Communist activities since he had 
come to Chicago in 1944: 

Not that I can recall, sir. I am not basically a political person 
and I am notactive politically. I do feel thatthe mosteffective 
way to fight communism is —the one effective way in which I 
may have some competence is by helping people to under¬ 
stand the virtues of our institutions and their special values as 
these emerged from our history, and I have tried to do that. 108 

While taking an aggressive position on one of the central 
political issues of the day, Boorstin protested that he was not 
a political person. A year later, Allan Nevins answered the 
Saturday Review’s question, “Should American History be 
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Rewritten?” “Yes.” 109 Nevins was especially concerned 
that “the architects of our material growth—the men like 
Whitney, McCormick, Westinghouse, Rockefeller, Car¬ 
negie, Hill, and Ford” should be granted by historians the 
enhanced stature which they deserved. 110 We will consider 
what this meant substantively below. What is of interest at 
this point is the rationale which Nevins offered: 

The striking shift in our character and our world position in 
the last half century, of course, has some direct results, 

already visible, in our interpretation of history. . . . 

We may look forward ... to a more appreciative attitude 
toward our material strength, and to a more scientific 
treatment of the factors which have created this material 
power. In the past our historians were apologetic about this. 
They condemned our love of the dollar, our race to 
wealth. ... 

Without denying that some accompaniments of our swift 
industrialization were atrociously bad we can now assert that 
this historical attitude was in part erroneous. 

Why? 

The nation grew none too fast. We can see today that all its 
wealth, all its strength were needed to meet a succession of 
world crises—and we still dwell in a crisis era. Had we 
applied restrictions to keep our economy small, tame, and 
timid we would have lost World War 1. Had the United States 
not possessed the mightiest oil industry, the greatest steel 
industry [etc.] ... we would indubitably have lost World 
War II. 

Were we significantly weaker today in technical skills, in 
great mills and factories, and the scientific knowledge which 
gave us priority with the atomic bomb and hydrogen bomb, 
all Western Europe would be cowering —we ourselves would 
perhaps be cowering—before the knout held by the Kremlin. 
The architects of our material growth . . . will yet stand forth 
in their true stature as builders, for all their faults, of a 


strength which civilization found indispensable. 

And in the future, Nevins concluded, historians might say: 

The era in which the United States, summoning all its 
strength, led democracy in winning the First World War, the 
Second World War, and the ensuing struggle against the 
Communist tyranny, was one of the imposing eras of history. 

It stands invested, in its own fashion, with something of the 
radiance of the Pericleanera, the Elizabethan era, and the era 
of Pitt and the long struggle against Napoleon. 111 

Little comment is necessary. Nevins explicity related his 
revisionism to the Cold War. Like Boorstin, Nevins was 
fighting Communism through history and clearly using the 
past for contemporary ends. Nevins revelled in contempor¬ 
ary American power and simply asked those on the Ameri¬ 
can side of the Cold War to be more appreciative of the 
origins of that power. His logic seems inescapable and, I 
believe, correct. And the converse seems equally true: those 
who were somewhat more critical of American policy were 
freer to see the past more clearly." 2 

In his 1950 Presidential Address to the American Histori¬ 
cal Association, entitled “Faith of an Historian,” Samuel 
Eliot Morison had seemed at times to endorse an activist role 
for the historian." 3 The historian “should feel a sense of 
responsibility to his public” and “he will inevitably try to 
answer some of the questions that contemporary society 
asks of the past. . . .” But Morison made it clear that he 
meant this quite differently from the way Charles Beard, the 
debunkers and the dialectical materialists meant it. Beard 
had probably contributed “more than any other writer, 
except Henry L. Mencken, to the scornful attitude of 
intellectuals toward American institutions, that followed 
World War I.” Some of Beard’s writing was closer to 
“imprecatory preaching” than to “history in the accepted. 
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traditional sense of the word”; he was a good example for 
young historians “of what happens when a historian con¬ 
sciously writes to shape the future instead of to illuminate 
the past. . . .” 114 History had to be written with a proper 
balance —mesure , Morison called it. In its absence he saw 
the historiographical situation as “unbalanced and unheal¬ 
thy, tending to create a sort of neoliberal stereotype.” 
Although professing himself to be something of a Jefferso¬ 
nian, Morison saw the need for “a United States history 
written from a sanely conservative point of view. ... 1 he 

historian, Morison warned, “owes respect to tradition and 
to folk memory . . . historians, deal gently with your 
people’s traditions!” Beard and others had “ignored wars, 
belittled wars, taught that no war was necessary and no war 
did any good, even to the victor.” Morison thus held 
historians largely responsible for youth’s “spiritual unpre¬ 
paredness” for World War II: they “should have pointed out 
that war does accomplish something, that war is better than 
servitude. ...” The years from 1920 to 1940 were “two 
woeful decades” when historians were “robbing the people 
of their heroes, . . . insulting their folk-memory of great 
figures whom they admired. ... In doing this, the his¬ 
torians had “repelled men of good will and turned other men, 
many not of good will, to Communism.” 115 

While attacking Beard’s present-mindedness, Morison 
had argued for the claims of heroic tradition as against 
historical truth, had held those historians less respectful than 
himself of those traditions responsible for turning people to 
Communism, and had offered, to boot, a precise academic 
translation of the slogan, “better dead than red.’ It is 
another measure of the present-mindedness of the profes¬ 
sion that no one seems to have noticed the ludicrousness of 
an admiral wrapping himself in the mantle of objectivity 
while haranguing his audience on the glories of war and the 


evils of pacifism.' 16 

In the Harvard Guide to American History, Morison 
expressed himself more bluntly, urging the historian to avoid 
a“ ‘smart aleck’attack on popular beliefs. . . .”" 7 He also 
delineated more specifically the activist role which he saw as 
appropriate for the historian." 8 The historian, he said, 
should be “active and vigorous” and should find ways to 
make himself “solid” in his community. Some of these ways 
were: delivering centennial and founders’ day speeches, 
addressing clubs, lodges, and patriotic societies, and provid¬ 
ing data for anniversary pageants and broadcasts. The 
historian should cooperate with “patriotic and ancestral 
societies such as the Colonial Dames, Daughters of the 
American Revolution, and Daughters of the Confederacy 
instead of regarding them (however strong the provocation) 
as natural enemies.”" 9 

Others were finding ample reason not to cooperate with 
the D.A.R. (Daughters of the American Revolution). 
Morison’s politics are his own affair, but it is undeniable that 
he has politics. He exhorts to an activism which favours, 
rather than opposes, the traditions which he admires. He 
invites the historian to support patriotic societies and 
celebrations, but not to support communists, nor socialists, 
nor even civil rights or labor. The instruction to become 
“solid” with the community in one which, bv definition, 
bars radical activity. Morison’s partisanship is*clear-, and his 
exclusions clearly draw the line between what is appropriate 
and inappropriate activism for the historian. It is incontesta¬ 
ble that he is endorsing activism, so long as it is of the 
appropriate sort. 

Elsewhere in the Harvard Guide, Morison spoke on 
another aspect of activism. The historian, he said, “should 
have frequent recourse to the book of life.” Those who had 
fought in wars, for instance, could “read man’s doings in the 
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past with far greater understanding than if they had spent 
these years in sheltered academic shades.” 120 Similar words 
came at about the same time from a younger Harvard 
historian, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr. “American historians,” 
he said, “spend too much time writing about events which 
the whole nature of their lives prevent them from under¬ 
standing. Their life is defined by universities, libraries and 
seminars ... I gained more insight into history from being 
in the war and working for the government than I did from 
my academic training.” 121 That Schlesinger’s experience in 
government informed and enlivened his writing there is no 
doubt, and Morison’s experiences at sea and elsewhere did 
the same for his writing. But this is not simply a question of 
literary art. It is again a question of politics. The profession 
endorses the activism of a Democratic Party politician, the 
activism of an admiral and official naval historian. But the 
profession is hardly ready to endorse and admire the 
involvement of those who actively oppose the admirals and 
the party politicians, the veterans of the anti-wars. Ask 
yourself: would Arthur Mann have written admiringly of 
Staughton Lynd, as he has of Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., that he 
“writes history as he votes and votes as he writes. To a 
spectatorial age his ardent commitment to a cause has been a 
salutary countervailing tendency. [Schlesinger writesl . . . 
from the inside, with life, color, passion, drama, and 
conviction.” 122 Certain convictions are seen as aiding scho¬ 
larship, others are seen as interfering with it. In that 
distinction the profession expresses its ideology and its 
politics. 

Perhaps the Sameul Eliot Morison Prize for mesure should 
go to the A.H.A. Presidential Address which preceded his. 
In 1949 Conyers Read spoke on “The Social Responsibilities 
of the Historian.” He set out to define “the responsibilities 
of those who disseminate history, to those whose pattern of 


the past is one of the most important factors in their present 
behavior and in their future plans and hopes.” The Com¬ 
munists, the Nazis, and others had their versions of history. 
“What part,” Read asked, “are we as historians to play in 
what everybody is calling education for democracy?” The 
experience of the preceding twenty-five years had shown 
that words were weapons: “Dr. Goebbels understood that, 
Mr. Molotov understands it.” It was too late in world history 
for neutrality. This meant that historians must “recognize 
certain fundamental values as beyond dispute.” They must 
carry back into their scrutiny of the past “the same faith in 
the validity of our democratic assumptions which, let us say, 
the astronomer has in the validity of the Copernican 
theory. ' And what if the past turned up data which seemed 
to question these assumptions? 

We shall still, like the doctor, have to examine social 
pathology if only to diagnose the nature of the disease. But 
we must realize that not everything which takes place in the 
laboratory is appropriate for broadcasting at the street 
comers. 

The call for suppression was integrated into the demand that 
historians declare war on the Soviet Union: 

Confronted by such alternatives as Mussolini and Hitler and 
last of all Stalin have imposed, we must clearly assume a 
militant attitude if we are to survive. The antidote to bad 
doctrine is better doctrine, not neutralized intelligence. We 
must assert our own objectives . . . and organize all the 
forces of our society in support of them. Discipline is the 
essential prerequisite of every effective army whether it 
march under the Stars and Stripes or under the Hammer and 
Sickle . . . Total war, whether it be hot or cold, enlists 
everyone and calls upon everyone to assume his part. The 
historian is no freer from this obligation than the 
physicist ... 
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This sounds like the advocacy of one form of social control 

as against another. In short, it is . 123 

Let Irwin Unger speak of political neutrality; Conyers 
Read knew better. The message from Read and the rest was 
activist, militant, and anti-radical, urging rewriting and 
suppression. I24 lt is wrong to think of the historians of the 
’fifties as engaged in “passionless research.” John Higham, 
to whom we are indebted for the first general critiques of 
consensus history, was perhaps too close to the events that 
he was describing to see that the American celebrationists 
were in fact quite passionate men, intensely committed, with 
a moral vision of their own. It is not true, as Higham wrote, 
that such handbooks as the Harvard Guide “ignored” 
“moral evaluation.” Nor is it true that scholarship was 
moving towards a “moral vacuum.” While Higham was 
urging the historian to be a “moral critic,” that is precisely 
what these passionate and committed historians were doing, 
renovating the entire American past in a veritable riot of 
present-mindedness, in defiance of all historiographical law 
and order. 12S 

V. American History Rewritten 6 

Writing in 1958, Daniel J. Boorstin described the American 
colonies as “a disproving ground for utopias.” 127 Mas¬ 
sachusetts succeeded because the Puritans were a practical 
people who “resisted the temptation of utopia”; they were 
“concerned less with the ends of society than with its 
organization and less with making the community good than 
with making it effective . . .” 128 Boorstin’s non-ideological 
Puritans were indeed effective: they built a strong and 
homogeneous society and maintained that homogeneity by 
excluding those who did not agree with them; when that did 


not work, they killed them. Just as Boorstin says, intoler¬ 
ance was a “source of strength.” 129 

The Quakers were the special victims of that intolerance. 
What might seem to some a moving and heroic story of a 
quest for religious liberty is, for Boorstin, little more than a 
tale of true believers getting their just deserts. The Quakers 
were engaged in a “Quest for Martyrdom.” Boorstin finds 
their appetite for suffering insatiable and ridicules their 
“bizarre and dauntless spirit”: “Never before perhaps have 
people gone to such trouble or travelled so far for the joys of 
suffering for their Lord . . . Never was a reward sought 
more eagerly than the Quakers sought out their crown of 
thorns.” 1,0 Thus Boorstin ignores the substance of what the 
Quakers suffered for, reduces their struggle to sickness, and 
sacrifices them to a higher value than freedom: consensus 
and social stability. The ideological challenge must not be 
allowed to weaken the pragmatic society. 

In Pennsylvania, where the Quakers ruled, their tolerance 
was a source of weakness: non-Quakers “poured in,” until 
the Quakers were in the minority. Thus Boorstin dismisses 
Pennsylvania as a failure, which it certainly was, if your ideal 
is a stable, homogeneous society, free of dissent. The 
Quakers also failed because of the “uncompromising obsti¬ 
nacy” with which they held to their beliefs. Theirs was “the 
curse of perfectionism,” and they spoke to the 1950’s as an 
“example of the futility of trying to govern by absolutes. ’ ’ 1 ” 

Boorstin ridicules Quaker policy toward the Indians and 
quotes with approval Benjamin Franklin’s more hawkish 
line: “1 do not believe we shall ever have a firm peace with 
the Indians till we have well drubbed them.” Boorstin 
dismisses as “unrealistic” and “inflexible” Quaker policies 
which built on the insistence that Indian grievances were 
rooted in abuse by the English. The Quakers failed to 
understand “the character of these unfamiliar people”; their 
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view of the Indian was based on “false premises about 
human nature.’’ To reject someone else’s ideas about human 
nature as false, one must have ideas of one’s own. In this 
instance, Boorstin is saying either that the Indians’ “charac¬ 
ter” was inferior or that “human nature” is in some inherent 
sense evil. Neither case is proved, and in this context, the 
argument amounts to an apology for genocide." 2 

In describing the failure of Georgia, Boorstin offers 
persuasive evidence that planning for the colony was 
unrealistic. But his conclusion goes somewhat beyond his 
evidence: no plan made in Europe could fit America. Thus 
the focus shifts from the specifics of the plan for Georgia to 
the idea of planning itself, and this broader focus gives 
meaning to the terms which Boorstin uses to describe the 
colony’s failure: “London Blueprint for Georgia Utopia,” 
“Death of a Welfare Project.” The present-mindedness of 
all this is undeniable: just as it was “extravagant” for the 
trustees of Georgia to attempt to master the new world, it is 
unrealistic and utopian for men today to think that they can, 
by the application of reason, master a hostile 
environment."' 

In Boorstin’s pessimistic view of human nature and of 
human possibilities, we may find more than a hint of 
Reinhold Niebuhr. Indeed, it should be clear that Boorstin’s 
view of early America has much in common with the outlook 
of the anti-communist ideologues of the ’fifties described 
above. In addition to the distinctly Niebuhrian 
views just mentioned, we have detected end of ideology, the 
dangers of ideology, of radicalism, and even of dissent." 4 
This is, as we have noted above, a distinctly Burkean 
complex. In the second volume of The Americans, while 
approving of Burke, Boorstin condemns his great radical 
adversary, Tom Paine, in Burkean terms. Paine’s Common 
Sense, says Boorstin (contrasting it with John Adams' 


Thoughts on Government) was “crude,” “hardly a pro¬ 
found or durable theory of government,” a propagandistic 
amalgam of “simples and absolutes.”" 5 The unfavourable 
picture of Paine as the archetypal radical, proposing utopian 
schemes and trying to make the world over from a blueprint, 
was most fully developed in Cecelia M. Kenyon’s “Where 
Paine Went Wrong.”" 6 Here Paine is described as the 
“Peter Pan of the Age of Reason,” a “prophet,” a 
“crusader.” Rather than looking to experience, Paine 
derived his principles from “preconceived” ideals; “He 
reasoned from first principles, normative principles. . . .”; 
“Logic and Reason were his guides. ...” We know from 
Burke just how harmful all this is, and there is no essential 
disagreement between Kenyon and Burke. The key to 
Paine’s unrealism is his failure to understand human nature. 
There is, says Kenyon, a “dark side of human nature” 
which the “immature” Paine was unable to see." 7 

Kenyon's Paine was a man of “zeal” and “devotion” who 
was “quite prepared to renounce his life. . . .” She suggests 
that politics was a form of therapy for him, a way in which he 
“‘found himself,”’expressing his “profoundest urge . . .”: 
“His was an all-or-none temperament, and he was happiest 
when he devoted his all to a noble cause.”" 8 This complex is 
familiar to readers of Eric Hoffer. Writing in 1951 —the same 
year that The True Believer was published —Kenyon got 
there without Hoffer’s help: the ideas were in the air." 9 

The attack on Paine is also an attack on communism. 
Lorrest McDonald, like Reinhold Niebuhr, 140 identified the 
two pejoratively. 141 And, to Kenyon, Tom Paine writing 
Common Sense is equated with Karl Marx writing The 
Communist Manifesto : both are utopian, unrealistic, 
simplistic. 142 

Stanley Elkins’ abolitionists are also true believers, and 
Elkins’ portrayal of the society in which they moved is 
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strongly influenced by pluralism, consensus, and end of 
ideology. 14 ' Elkins asks, as had the abolitionists, what is the 
best way to deal with institutionalized social problems? He 
answers that those committed to institutions and sensitive to 
them are best equipped to deal with them. In order fully to 
understand institutions—and thus to know how to subvert 
them—the intellectual must have “some sort of daily orien¬ 
tation to institutions. ...” I can think of a fairly 
specific daily orientation to bad institutions: opposition. But 
for Elkins, daily orientation seems to be synonymous with 
membership and endorsement. Thus, a man such as Thomas 
Jefferson was well equipped to deal with slavery because his 
“mind operated under the balanced tensions created not 
only by a repugnance to the system but also by a commit¬ 
ment to it.” “Our best social thinking occurred” in the late 
1780’s because “men with specific stakes in society, men 
attached to institutions and with a vested interest in one 
another’s presence, men aware of being engaged with 
concrete problems of power” were writing and debating. 144 
We might well ask where such an analysis leaves those 
opposed to the system, especially those who come to their 
opposition in what are, after all, among the most frequent 
ways, as non-members and non-beneficiaries, people 
without specific stakes. 

By the 1830’s those in America’s intellectual centre “had 
no close commitment to any of society’s institutions,” and 
thus they were “men without responsibility.” 14 ' The Trans- 
cendentalists were 

men without connections. Almost without exception, they 
had no ties with the sources of wealth ; there were no lawyers 
nor jurists among them; none of them ever sat in a govern¬ 
ment post; none was a member of Congress; they took next to 
no part in politics at all. . . . Not one of them wielded even 
the limited influence of a professor. . . . 146 


The charitable reader might suppose that powerlessness is in 
itself enough of a cross to bear, but Elkins condemns 
abolitionists and intellectuals for having “no vested in¬ 
terest,” for their opposition to “the system,” to the church, 
to businessmen as a class, to the government, and the poll 
tax, to political parties, indeed to “the Constitution 
itself.” 147 In all this, there seems not the vaguest realization 
that, under certain circumstances, such institutions might 
indeed be worthy of opposition. Is it prima facie ridiculous 
to oppose businessmen as a class? Is it simply a manifesta¬ 
tion of deep guilt for Emerson to describe the pervasiveness 
of the evils of the business society: “by coming out of trade 
you have not cleansed yourself. The trail of the serpent 
reaches into all the lucrative professions and practices of 
man. Each has its own wrongs.” 148 Is it ludicrous for an 
anti-slavery movement to speak against political parties 
which countenance slavery, and is it ludicrous for such a 
movement to see the Constitution as protecting slavery, and 
thus to oppose it? Describing Thoreau’s refusal to pay a poll 
tax without relating his act to the Mexican War is like 
describing the tearing and public burning of small scraps of 
paper in the 1960's without mentioning draft cards or 
Vietnam. Thoreau’s conduct brings Elkins to an almost 
Boorstinian ire against the dissenter, with a suggestion of 
unpatriotism: it was the very state against which Thoreau 
was protesting which had allowed him to contemplate 
alternatives; “Could he have foreseen it, this might well 
have confounded Theodore Parker’s grandfather, who had 
commanded the militia on Lexington Green.” 149 

If one starts with the assumption that institutions are, per 
se, good, and one is thenceforth unwilling to examine the 
substance of criticisms of specific institutions, this is simply 
to say that one starts with the assumption that those who 
attack institutions are, by definition, wrong. This is an 



80 


81 


anti-radical assumption: by ignoring the substance of the 
radical critique, it assumes that substance has nothing to do 
with the critique. This/.v Elkins’ assumption, and it is part of 
a generalized assault upon reformers, whose motives are 
seen as irrational. Thus Elkins asserts that “in the history of 
American reform no direct connection can be found between 
the extent of a given social evil and the intensity of the 
reform activity directed against it.” (One wonders how well 
institutional politics would stand up to such a test.) Guilt is 
the irrational force which has driven American reformers; 
the lack of a confession box seems to play a major role. 150 

The abolitionist is, then, like Hoffer’s true believer, the 
man driven by a “fever” to a “root-and-branch solution.” 
He is, again like the true believer, very similar to his 
adversary at the other extreme of the political spectrum: in 
the years before the Civil War, “polar opposites” in North 
and South both expressed themselves with “a simple moral 
severity.It perhaps tells us more about the 1950’s than 
about the 1850’s that there were writers in the recent decade 
who cited attacks on social horrors and evaluated them 
primarily as reflecting the psychological defects of the men 
who uttered the words. Finally, abolitionists, too, are 
surrogate Communists, especially in their use of such allies 
as John Quincy Adams, whom Elkins describes as “the very 
prince of fellow travelers.” 152 

A decade before Elkins’ Slavery, Arthur M. Schlesinger, 
Jr., had published a brief but influential article entitled “The 
Causes of the Civil War: A Note on Historical 
Sentimentalism.” 155 Although the essay’s present¬ 
mindedness seems not to have been noticed at the time, it 
was, among other things, a justification for the Cold War. 
Credit is due to Schlesinger: the essay represented a real 
advance over the interpretation of the Civil War which it 
attacked, and since that advance was in what seemed a 


humane direction, the underlying acceptance of the neces¬ 
sity of the Cold War was missed. 

Schlesinger’s essay was a response to such Civil War 
“revisionists” as James G. Randall and Avery Craven, who 
had argued that that war was “needless” and “repressible” 
and could have been avoided had it not been for a “blunder¬ 
ing generation” of politicians. Schlesinger correctly noted 
that the revisionists had to demonstrate that a nonblundering 
generation could indeed have achieved a peaceful 
solution—without preserving slavery. 154 Schlesinger ar¬ 
gued persuasively that the revisionists could provide no such 
demonstration. 15 5 A generation of young historians — includ¬ 
ing this one 156 —greeted with enthusiasm what they 
took to be Schlesinger’s central message: slavery was a 
moral issue, and the claim that it could have been resolved 
but for blundering amounts to an apology for slavery, or at 
least to an excuse for its preservation. 

Some of us took Schlesinger’s argument as implying an 
attack on the idea that the abolitionists were meddlers, 
troublemakers, fanatics and neurotics who refused to let 
things work themselves out. In fact, Schlesinger accepted 
without argument the contention that the abolitionists were 
‘neurotics and fanatics.” Although he differed with the 
re visionists in seeing the rise of the abolitionist challenge as 
“inevitable,” he was by no means convinced of the 
abolitionists’ virtue and indeed suspected that “people who 
indulge in criticism of remote evils may not be so pure of 
heart as they imagine. . . ,” 15 ' 

But if Schlesinger was more in agreement with the 
revisionists on the nature of the abolitionists than might at 
first have appeared, his disagreement with them about the 
Civil War, and war in general, was nonetheless fundamental. 
Schlesinger’s critique of the revisionists seems to make good 
sense as an analysis of the causes of the Civil War. But the 
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essay was more than that. Schlesinger described the slavery 
problem as “peculiarly recalcitrant.” To say that the 
problem had a solution short of war was to engage in “broad 
affirmations of faith: if only the conflict could have been 
staved off long enough, then somehow, somewhere, we 
could have worked something out.” Such an attitude, said 
Schlesinger, raised questions which went beyond the narrow 
question of the causes of the Civil War: “the whole modern 
view of history”—of which Civil War revisionism was only 
one part—was characterized by “optimistic sentimen¬ 
talism.” Schlesinger saw in Randall “a touching afterglow of 
the admirable 19th century faith in the full rationality and 
perfectibility of man. . . .” But “the experience of the 20th 
century has made it clear that we gravely overrated man’s 
capacity to solve the problems of existence within the terms 
of history.” Expounding on another ’fifties theme, 
Schlesinger stated that a more realistic awareness of 
“human nature” would bring us to accept “the unhappy fact 
. . . that man occasionally works himself into a logjam, and 
. . . the logjam must be burst by violence.” The revisionist 
view expressed a “characteristically sentimental conception 
of man and of history.” The truth of the matter was that 
“Man is generally entangled in insoluble problems; history is 
consequently a tragedy in which we are all involved, whose 
keynote is anxiety and frustration, not progress and 
fulfillment. . . “All important problems ' are 

insoluble . . . ,” Schlesinger had written at the same time in 
The Vital Center , 158 

Sentimentality, tragedy, the depravity of human nature, 
man’s inability to control history: these were the central 
themes of Schlesinger’s political writings at the time, and 
they were also the central message of his essay on the Civil 
War. He subtitled the essay, “A Note on Historical Sen¬ 
timentalism.” The term “sentimentalism” appears fre¬ 


quently in his writings on contemporary affairs, and there 
the word has a fairly precise meaning. Schlesinger shared 
Niebuhr’s critique of “sentimental optimism”; the “sen¬ 
timentalists,” Schlesinger wrote in The Vital Center , were 
one with “the Utopians, the wailers”; it was a “sentimental 
belief in progress which was at the core of what Schlesinger 
called “Doughface Progressivism.” At about the same time 
that he wrote of the Civil War, elsewhere Schlesinger was 
worried about the progressive, the “fellow traveler,” “sof¬ 
tened up . . . for Communist permeation and conquest” by 
his sentimentality.” In Schlesinger’s vocabulary, “sen¬ 
timentalism” was an expression of contempt, emerging from 
a Burkean complex, and used especially to describe those 
who hoped for a solution to the Cold War short of hot war. 159 

Schlesinger’s Soviet Union was—like the old South—a 
slave system, a totalitarian society, in which totalitarianism 
was intensifying rather than moderating as time passed. In 
the South, the reaction to abolitionism produced “the 
extinction of free discussion” which meant “the absolute 
extinction of any hope of abolition through internal reform”: 
“With the book-burning, the censorship of the mails, the 
gradual illegalization of dissent, the South was in the process 
of creating a real machinery of repression in order more 
effectively ‘to defend its existence.’” 160 (Interestingly, 
while Schlesinger seemed to accept the idea that the closing 
down of Southern society was, at least in part, a response to 
outside hostility, he ridiculed the idea that the Soviet Union 
was “surrounded by capitalist aggressors” and saw instead 
a conspiratorial paranoia,” “the psychoses of 
totalitarianism”). 161 

“A society closed in the defense of evil institutions thus 
creates moral differences far too profound to be solved by 
compromise." So wrote Schlesinger of the South. His 
writings in the years after World War II said the same things 
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of the Soviet Union. The differences between the U.S. and 
the U.S.S.R. were uncompromiseable: the U.S. 
must surrender neither "military strong points’ nor stan¬ 
dards and values.” 162 Conceding the value of Schlesinger’s 
interpretation of the Civil War—clearly, his convictions 
informed his scholarship—we must still ask whether it is 
legitimate to generalize from the Civil War to the Cold War 
and to wars in general. If the Civil War revisionists were 
wrong, does that mean that the revisionists of more recent 
wars are also wrong? To say so is to impose assumptions 
about history and human nature on the data rather than to let 
the generalizations flow from the data. Argument that 
slavery was central to a thus unavoidable Civil War is not 
evidence that the First World War was unavoidable, a war 
for democracy. Argument that the Civil War was a struggle 
between slavery and freedom is not evidence tor a similar 
polarization in descriptions of the Soviet Union and the 
United States in the twentieth century. 

Schlesinger’s position had a great deal in common with 
Admiral Morison’s call, at about the same time, for his¬ 
torians to take a more positive attitude toward war than had 
Charles A. Beard. Morison’s attack on revisionism aimed at 
the same attitudes toward war which lay behind the Civil 
War revisionists whom Schlesinger criticized. Schlesinger 
replaced Morison’s brassy militarism with an apparent 
fatalism, more in tune with the ideology ofthe ’titties. A busy 
activist for an aggressive policy, Schlesinger somberly 
announced that things, not men, were in control, and we 
must be prepared to accept the consequences of our inability 
to control history. Schlesinger’s "note on historical sen¬ 
timentalism" was a retroactive declaration of the conclu¬ 
sions to which the Cold War had brought him. 

While Boorstin, Kenyon, Elkins and others were putting 
earlier American radicals on the psychiatrist’s couch, the 


same treatment was being applied to the Populists. Oscar 
Handlin, Richard Hofstadter and others were developing a 
new and distinctly unfavourable view in which a movement 
previously thought radical and progressive exposed an 
underside: retrogressive and utopian, anti-semitic, nativist, 
and irrational. Adopting this view, the end of ideologists also 
linked a deplorable past to an unpleasant present. Populism 
became a precursor of McCarthyism. In various writings, 
Norman Pollack attempted to restore the picture of the 
Populists as progressive, not retrogressive. Taking a new 
look at the human cost of industrialization in this country. 
Pollack found the Populists’ vision clear and their critique 
sound. The Populists responded to real, not imagined, 
oppressions. “What stands out about the Populist mind,” 
wrote Pollack in his “Fear of Man,” “is an affirmation of 
man, a faith in man’s capability to shape his own history.” 165 

Why, then, Pollack asked, “did historians embark on the 
denigration of Populism, and why did the recent interpreta¬ 
tion gain such widespread acceptance?” If an affirmation of 
man was at the heart of Populism, Pollack concluded, the 
attack on Populism expressed a fear of man. Pollack saw this 
attack as part of a general rejection of radicalism in the 
American past. The celebration of consensus meant the 
rejection of any disturbance to the status quo , and thus the 
rejection of social protest and striving to make the world 
over. In all of this. Pollack saw an extreme present¬ 
mindedness: historians were using research about the origins 
of authoritarianism as “a shield to hide behind while reading 
current biases into the past.” And the present-day values 
which were preoccupying these historians were the out¬ 
growth of the Cold War and McCarthyism. More precisely, 
they were McCarthyism. The rejection of Populism consti¬ 
tuted a capitulation to McCarthyism and an identification 
with it: "the consensus framework and McCarthyism” were 
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“actually one and the same underlying trend. ” 164 

The suggestion that a school of historians which thought 
itself primarily liberal was in fact McCarthyite won Pollack 
few friends among historians. Oscar Handlin accused 
him—along with other defenders of Populism—of Man¬ 
ic haeanism, befogging the issue, and “glaring . . . failure of 
analysis.” ldS Irwin Unger saw in .Pollack’s language “the 
verbal small change of twentieth century academic 
radicalism” and originated his charge of “inadmissible 
present-mindedness.” 166 Pollack had in fact offered a bril¬ 
liant analysis, the first major step by an historian towards an 
understanding of the contemporary meaning of consensus 
and pluralism as conservative politics. Pollack’s earlier 
insights have been confirmed by Rogin, who, as we have 
seen, shows discontinuity between Populism and McCar- 
thyism and has described the conservative and elitist content 
of pluralism. 167 In the context of the present analysis, the 
attack on Populism can be clearly seen as but another front in 
the end of ideologists’ war on the “sentimentalists,” those 
who did not share the anti-democratic faith, those who 
asserted that man could indeed make his own history, those 
who refused to accept social stability as a definition of 
democracy. 

While Populist stock was falling among historians, the 
stock of their adversaries, the Robber Barons, was rising. 
We have noted above the Cold War rationale offered by 
Allan Nevins for a more appreciative attitude toward these 
“architects of our material growth” (not “Robber Barons,” 
said Nevins; Arthur Schlesinger agreed). 168 Nevins prac¬ 
ticed what he preached: his doctrine was reflected in his 
admiring biography of John D. Rockefeller. 169 Noting that 
“Our Industrial Revolution cost us . . . infinitely less than 
Russia’s,” Nevins reminded the reader that but for our swift 
industrialization, “the free world” might have lost World 


Wars I and II. 170 Thirteen years before, Nevins had pub¬ 
lished another biography of Rockefeller. Although Rockefel¬ 
ler had clearly emerged as a hero of American enterprise, the 
earlier Nevins had found grounds for criticism of some of his 
methods. Nevins had rationed his criticism, but he could not 
avoid some of it when he described Rockefeller’s labour 
policies. He offered evidence that Rockefeller employed 
labour spies, and concluded: 

. . . the liberal activities of John D. Rockefeller, Jr., in 
promoting the industrial representation system in various of 
the former Standard companies, indicate that numerous 
employees became discontented with the paternalistic 
system. 171 

Here is the same sentence as it appears in the 1953 edition: 

. . . the liberal activities of John D. Rockefeller, Jr., in 
promoting the industrial representation system in various of 
the former Standard companies, opened a new era in labor 
relations . 172 

The transformation seems worthy of a Soviet Encyc¬ 
lopedia. Something which is evidence in 1940 of some 
dissatisfaction on labour’s part is converted, in 1953, into a 
feat of industrial statesmanship. Herbert Aptheker pointed 
out the discrepancy between the two editions in 1954, but no 
one was listening. 171 

The title of Nevins’ 1953 biography. Study in Power, 
reflected the ’fifties historians’ rising admiration for the 
powerful rather than the powerless. Rockefeller the 
businessman was the beneficiary of this admiration, and so 
were leaders in general. Michael Rogin has described a shift 
in Richard Hofstadter’s attitude toward leadership. In 1948 
Hofstadter felt that it was safer that the public be “overcriti- 
cal of its leaders rather than “overindulgent” towards 
them; seven years later he focused on the dangers of the 
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overcritical attitude, the popular suspicion of power. 174 The 
same Nevins who admired Rockefeller’s power wrote in the 
New York Times that “a nation without leadership is a 
rudderless ship.” He saw in our system of checks and 
balances defects as well as virtues: the “fear of unrestrained 
power, of dictatorial tendencies” had led the Founding 
Fathers to place “obstacles” in the way of political 
leadership. 175 We have seen similar attitudes in Arthur 
Schlesinger, Jr.'s admiration of “Heroic Leadership.” 

The desire for strong political leadership focused on the 
office of the President, and the area of his powers which 
drew historians’ greatest attention was the making of foreign 
policy. Schlesinger wrote of strong men and of the instructed 
few and, as he read the record of American history, it 
seemed to him that the “temporary devolution of power" 
from the legislature to the president during wartime “can 
take place without permanent harm to democratic 
institutions.” 176 This ideology generally combined a distrust 
of the people with a feeling that the Constitution had been 
made for a simpler time and was not adequate to the 
exigencies of decision-making in the atomic age. The 
complexities of the modern era required quick, centralized, 
secret decisions. One of those who expressed those attitudes 
most forcefully was Thomas A. Bailey, who wrote in 1948, 

. . . because the masses are notoriously short-sighted, and 
generally cannot see danger until it is at their throats, our 
statesmen are forced to deceive them into an awareness of 
their own long-run interests. . . 

Deception of the people may in fact become increasingly 
necessary, unless we are willing to give our leaders in 
Washington a freer hand. In the days of the horse and buggy 
we could jog along behind our billowy barriers with relative 
impunity, but in the days of the atomic bomb we may have to 
move more rapidly than a lumbering public opinion will 


permit . . . the yielding of some of our democratic control of 
foreign affairs is the price that we may have to pay for greater 
physical security. 177 

Early in 1951, the United States was at war in Korea. 
Harry Truman had sent troops to Asia without congressional 
authorization. As Senator Robert A. Taft saw it, the 
President had “usurped” power and violated the Constitu¬ 
tion. A Republican congressman introduced a resolution 
requiring that congress give formal authorization before any 
American troops could be sent out of the country in the 
future. 1 * Henry Steele Commager offered a partisan defense 
of Truman’s conduct in two articles in the New York Times 
Magazine .' lv To Commager, the issue seemed hardly worth 
discussing: the principles involved in the assault on presi¬ 
dential power “had no support in law or in history.” 180 The 
constitutional issue had been settled time and again, clearly 
in favour of presidential power: “It is so hackneyed a theme 
that even politicians might reasonably be expected to be 
familiar with it.” 181 After he had offered his constitutional 
documentation, Commager turned to history and found “no 
basis in our own history for the distrust of the Executive 
authority." Such distrust proceeded “not out of real but out 
of imagined dangers. It is rooted not in experience but in 
tears. The assault on the executive power was 
“dangerous.” 182 It could lead to a substitution for the 
Presidential system of “a bastard product of Presidential and 
parliamentary. . . which would “destroy the constitutional 
fabric of the Republic.” And to tie the President’s hands 
under conditions of modern warfare was to “invite 
aggression.” 185 

Commager, Nevins, and others were obviously, to borrow 
a phrase from Irwin Unger, “projecting onto history” their 
present cold war fears and frustrations.” Commager had 
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justified the presidential power to send troops to Asia 
without congressional authorization. All of this led quite 
directly to Vietnam —to a legitimization of executive usurpa¬ 
tion, decision-making without the involvement of the people 
or their representatives—and official lying. 184 

A persistent theme of the period was an interest in 
“American Character.” Those who wrote on the subject 
expressed themselves with confidence and largely uncriti¬ 
cally. Underlying the quest for an American Character were 
certain assumptions which constituted a political ideology. 
To describe a national character generally meant to assume 
uniqueness and a high degree of unity, consensus, classless¬ 
ness, lack of conflict. The portrait of the national character 
thus drawn defined evidence of disunity, conflict, class as of 
secondary importance, if indeed it was acknowledged that 
there was such evidence. In other words, the national 
character as described was an expression of pluralism and, 
as such, it excluded blacks, the poor, radicals. Consider, as 
one example of many, the class and racial assumptions 
implicit in Henry Steele Commager’s generalization that 
America is “a paradise for children.” 185 

This ideology was institutionalized in the new field of 
American Studies, which thought of itself as a “movement” 
and added to the college curriculum courses rich in ideologi¬ 
cal content. 186 Some of the field’s central themes were 
reflected in such books as David M. Potter’s People of 
Plenty , which parodied socialism while constructing a 
theory of American Character on the contention that “a 
thousand measurements of our . . . plenty” indicated that 
abundance was “a basic condition of American life.” 18 ' 

All of this, as I have indicated above, made for poor social 
science, if prediction is a measure of social science. And the 
end-of-ideology historians did not hesitate to make predic¬ 
tions. In the area of foreign policy, Henry Steele Commager 


saw few, “outside of Russia and her satellites,” looking with 
misgivings on the prospect that America should “control the 
course of world history in the second half of the twentieth 
century.” 188 Looking ahead to 1970, he foresaw a decreased 
military budget and a pooling of resources by “the more 
affluent peoples of the Western Hemisphere” in order “to 
help the peoples and nations of Asia, Africa and Latin 
America.” 189 Looking further ahead, toward a “Brave 
World of the Year 2000,” Commager foresaw a United 
States expanding and perfecting “the role which it so 
generously assumed when it launched the historic Marshall 
Plan.” By 2000, he said, America could be, “to the new 
worlds of Asia and Africa and Latin America, what Athens 
and Rome were to the peoples of the ancient world, what 
England and Holland and France were to the Western world 
of the seventeenth to nineteenth centuries.” 190 This was all 
seen within the context of benevolence, without power or 
military connotations. And for those who were worried 
about a militarized America, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., offered 
reassurance: “There is no evidence of the development of a 
unified military position on political questions,” he wrote in 
1949; “the appearance of generals in public life at this time is 
due as much as anything to the fact that they are men of 
ability, exempt from partisan criticism and used to working 
for the government at a low rate of pay.” 191 

In the area of domestic prophecy, we have already noted 
Schlesinger’s prediction of an end to poverty once those few 
remaining pools were “mopped up.” (Earlier, Schlesinger 
had seen in Herbert Hoover’s 1928 vision of the imminent 
end of poverty “the smugness of that incredible decade”). 192 
As for the racial situation, Schlesinger saw this as largely a 
Southern matter and he was optimistic: “. . . the South on 
the whole accepts the objectives of the civil rights program 
as legitimate, even though it may have serious and intelligi- 


92 


93 


ble reservations about timing and method.” 19) Commager 
foresaw progress in race relations and in education, public 
health and conservation, and further movement toward a 
classless society. 194 In 1959, Allan Nevins foresaw similar 
gains and constructed a dialogue in which Booker T. 
Washington looked at 1970 and found it good: 

“What strikes me most ... is the remarkable rise in the 
homogeneity of the population. So many city people have 
moved to Scarsdales, Newton Centers, Bryn Mawrs and 
farther out. ... So many women have moved into offices 
and the professions that the sex line is blurred, too. . . . 
Social mobility remains high. 

But the great gain is the Negro’s. So many have moved into 
the North and West, so many have gotten into industry on the 
same assembly lines with whites, so many have pushed into 
business and lately even the professions, that the color line 
begins to blur, too.” 

“You mean,” Nevins had Emerson remark, “that whereas 
the country used to be a medley, now in 1970 people begin to 
regard themselves as all Americans together.” 195 

The leading non-Left historians in the period since World 
War II have, as Unger said of the New Left, “confuse[d] the 
truths of the past with the needs of the present and future. ” It 
is simply ludicrous to speak of these men as “politically 
neutral.” Nonetheless, present-mindedness is not all bad, 
and the activist historians of the ’fifties might take some 
consolation from the words of Staughton Lynd, an activist 
of the Left, who has written, in defense of present- 
mindedness, “WTe es eigentlich gewesen* is an elephant 
with many sides, and if a scholar grasps that leg which is 
closest to him he nevertheless lays hold of something that is 

* A reference to Otto Von Ranke’s argument that history “should be 
written the way it really was.”—editor’s note 


really there.” 196 What the pluralists laid hold of was the 
one-party nature of American politics. 

In 1956, Daniel Bell wrote that “ideological” movements 
had repeatedly failed in the politics of pragmatism and that 
“moral indignation” had played a small role “in the political 
arena.” 197 Five years before, Cecelia Kenyon had said much 
the same thing about the politics of the Revolutionary era. 
Defining Paine as outside of realistic politics, she had noted 
that, “Indeed, for a revolutionary age, the length of the 
political spectrum from Right to Left was amazingly 
short.” 198 

It is my impression that Bell and Kenyon are correct in 
their description. Certainly in the early period, I am more 
impressed with the agreement between such men as Jeffer¬ 
son and John Adams than with the differences between 
them. 199 One might even take a stab at a general consensus 
interpretation of Jeffersonians and Federalists: both agreed 
that gentlemen should rule. 200 Pluralist historians working on 
other periods have done a successful job of establishing 
consensus as the central theme in the political arena , to use 
Bell’s phrase. 

But the fundamental error of the pluralists was a too easy 
identification of the political arena with the whole society. 
Bell's definition of “democratic politics” as involving 
“bargaining between legitimate groups” gives the game 
away. For who is to decide what is a legitimate group? In 
practice, it is those with power. Thus from the very 
beginning, certain groups have been defined as not qualified 
for full participation in American politics—especially 
women, poor people, and nonwhite people. Our politics has 
been a politics of exclusion. In a sense Bell is an authentic 
Jeffersonian: both are more elitist than democrat. 

The pluralist writing history revels in the freedom from 
conflict, the absence of real issues in American politics. The 
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obverse of this is a more realistic definition of those politics 
as essentially one-party. The “pragmatic,” “non- 
ideological” party of the legitimate elites has ruled: call it 
Democratic, call it Republican, through much of our history 
(with certain notable exceptions) it makes, as the pluralists 
have shown—with reams of documentation—little 
difference. 2(11 

What has been the cost of a politics of exclusion? Our 
politics have been unreal, purchasing placidity by avoiding 
real issues, real suffering. By the pluralists’ own description, 
the central theme of the American political tradition has 
been vacuousness. Thus, for many years, earlier in this 
century, there was a consensus within national politics 
concerning black people: there was no problem. The din of 
congressional consensus masked the anguish and suffering 
of millions. The bipartisan foreign policy of the post-war 
years made another political consensus, and when it came to 
Vietnam, alternatives were defined not in terms of what sane 
men and women dwelling in the real world proposed, but in 
terms that made sense only to the people who inhabit the 
insulated world of our politics. 

Thus, viewed realistically, in order to find two parties in 
America, we must define the “pragmatists”—who, of 
course, have their ideology, too—as one, and the 
“ideologues” as the other. But the latter have been barred 
from politics as “illegitimate,” and the pluralists’ is only the 
latest of many attempts to justify that exclusion. 

VI. The Ideology of Repression at the 
End of the ’Sixties 

In the late ’sixties, the repression came down again: after a 
few years of relative tolerance of the New Left, American 


elites moved once again back to normalcy—back to intoler¬ 
ance and repression. The ideology of the ’fifties was still 
very much around, often expounded by the same people. 
Social scientist Daniel Bell was predicting and planning for a 
year 2000 when, since the only remaining problems are 
technical rather than political, social science will replace 
politics as the way of dealing with those remaining 
nonideological problems. 202 “It’s an idea whose time is 
coming,” said Daniel P. Moynihan. Michael Harrington 
called it “one of the most radical suggestions put forth by a 
responsible body in our recent history.” 203 Meanwhile, 
Harrington revived another aspect of the anti-democratic 
faith by pinning the war in Vietnam on what he called “a 
populistic President.” 204 And something called the Interna¬ 
tional Association for Cultural Freedom, “a Paris-based 
alliance of liberals that seeks to advance the cause of 
thought,” was bringing together, for that purpose, 
McGeorge Bundy, Kenneth Galbraith, Arthur Schlesinger, 
Jr., George Kennan, Daniel Bell, Richard Hofstadter, Ed¬ 
ward Shils, and C. Vann Woodward. 20S 

Eric Hoffer, transmuted into the official philosopher and 
workingman’s representative on presidential commissions, 
held forth on the racial situation, shouting, “Rage is cheap. 
Rage is easy. Rage is a luxury. What is really needed is for 
Negroes to trust each other, to help each other.” 206 And, 
pounding his fist, the philosopher shouted his views on 
student activism: “we need more chancellors who delight in 
battle, . . . who love a fight, who get up in the morning and 
say: ‘Who shall I kill today?’ ” 207 “It would have been a 
wonderful thing,” said Hoffer concerning Columbia, “if 
Grayson Kirk got mad and got a gun and killed a few.” 208 

It is on campus, where the professors are, that the 
ideology of the 'fifties emerged most clearly in the late 
’sixties as the ideology of repression. 209 In the fall of 1967, an 
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orientation program at the University of Wisconsin recom¬ 
mended that incoming freshmen read The True Believer. 
Psychiatrist Bruno Bettelheim described student activists as 
true believers, “very, very sick,” “paranoiacs,” trying to 
resolve the oedipal conflict, “having”—like Unger’s 
historian-rebels —“to beat down father to show they are a big 
boy.” 210 John Roche saw psychiatric roots, too: the radicals 
were “alienated students” who “want to be loved.” 2 " 
While at Berkeley, Lewis Feuer described the student 
movement in this way: 

The conglomeration [of students] acts as a magnet for the 
morally corrupt; intellectual lumpen-proletarians, lumpen- 
beatniks, and lumpen-agitators wend their ways to the 
university campus to advocate a melange of narcotics, 
social-perversion, collegiate Castroism and campus 
Maoism . 212 

Four years later, expatriated to Toronto, Feuer could not get 
the horrors of Berkeley out of his mind, so he wrote a book, 
explaining it all in terms of generational conflict; generaliz¬ 
ing from his own experience, he attributed many of the 
disasters of the modern world to student radicals. 2 " 

In these interpretations the activists are called Nazis or 
“storm troopers” as often as they are called Communists. 214 
Nathan Glazer compared the success of the Free Speech 
Movement at Berkeley to the' success of Lee Harvey 
Oswald. Before ascending to Harvard, Seymour Martin 
Lipset, another veteran of the troubles at Berkeley, likened 
the Free Speech Movement to the KKK and the White 
Citizens’ Councils. Lipset saw another familiar pluralist 
theme: manipulation of the majority by “a few 
extremists.” 215 In a somewhat antic press conference during 
the 1969 University of Chicago sit-in, a Nobel Prize-winning 
cancer researcher saw clear evidence of outside agitation 
and international Communist conspiracy. 216 And Franklin 


L. Ford of Harvard suggested the conspiratorial nature of 
the 1969 Harvard sit-in with evidence which almost precisely 
duplicates that which had been offered two centuries before 
to explain the Boston Tea Party: the demonstrators arrived 
with chains, crowbars, and “a large supply of miscellaneous 
keys.” 217 

In other words, the pluralists simply applied their model to 
their own turf. Stability and equilibrium were the goals of 
society, and since the society called itself democratic, then 
stability and equilibrium must be democracy. Student ac¬ 
tivism, like other mass movements as seen by the pluralists, 
“threatens the foundations of democratic order,” said 
Lipset. 218 What Glazer called the “anti-institutional bias” 219 
of the New Left was disruptive, anti-democratic, and those 
who disrupt the equilibrium, whether within the university 
or in the larger society, must be evil, sick, outside agitators. 
Stern measures would be necessary to deal with what 
Jacques Barzun of Columbia called ‘ ‘ student despotism. ” 2 20 

And so the repression came down, on students and faculty 
alike, and once again liberals justified it in the name of 
freedom. In April of 1969 the American Civil Liberaties 
Union sent to 350 colleges and universities a statement 
which drew the line, in the name of academic freedom, 
between permissible and impermissible dissent on 
campus. 221 Immediately the document became a loyalty test 
in the hands of university officials interviewing prospective 
faculty. 222 Once again, as so many times before, liberals 
were initiating and legitimizing repression. 

Similar statements came from the American Association 
of University Professors. 2 2 3 In its doctrine and conduct the 
AAUP has been limited and sometimes directly repressive. 
The organization’s stand on “extramural utterances” holds 
the faculty member to narrower standards than those 
existing for the non-academic. When the faculty member 
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“speaks or writes as a citizen,” his “social position in the 
community imposes special obligations.” Thus the AAUP 
condones, under undefined “extraordinary circums¬ 
tances,” “the disciplining of a faculty member for exercising 
the rights of free speech guaranteed to him as a citizen by the 
Constitution of the United States. . . .” According to the 
AAUP, a faculty member violates the “standard of 
academic responsibility” by “incitement of misconduct, or 
conceivably some other impropriety of circumstance.” 224 In 
other words, by the AAUP’s standards, a faculty member 
who, to take one instance, supports non-violent but illegal 
civil disobedience is probably guilty of “unprofessional 
conduct.” 

In addition, a recent statement by an administrator that 
academic freedom in a sense begins with tenure 225 is in 
accord with the spirit of AAUP doctrine. The AAUP states 
that it “does not ordinarily exercise jurisdiction” when 
“institutions or individuals decide that a non-tenure rela¬ 
tionship is not to be renewed at the conclusion of a contract 
period.” 226 And in practice the AAUPdealsonly with abuses 
against faculty of the institution in question, refusing to 
extend its jurisdiction to those not hired. These two refusals 
eliminate from the AAUP’s jurisdiction the vast majority of 
the current cases. In short, AAUP doctrine protects the 
powerful and legitimizes the abuse of the powerless. 

When I told the Associate Secretary of the AAUP that I 
had been dismissed in part because of participation in a sit-in 
in 1966, he riposted, “was it disruptive?” 227 Staughton Lynd 
was rejected for an appointment at Roosevelt University for 
what its president called “ad hominem” reasons: Lynd, the 
president explained, was “publicity prone,” aphotographof 
him carrying a picket sign had appeared in a newspaper, he 
had been spoken of unfavourably in Harper’s and in a 
Chicago newspaper column and was quoted as making 


statements unacceptable to the administration. The AAUP 
found no prima facie case of a violation of academic freedom 
to justify investigating the matter, and left it at that. 228 

If the National AAUP often legitimizes repression, local 
chapters and officials have been known to play leading roles 
in initiating and cooperating with repression. One historian 
who participated in a peaceful demonstration on the side¬ 
lines during a ROTC parade, was fired summarily and 
ordered to hand over student records by noon the following 
day; his class was taken over by the acting president of the 
campus AAUP. 229 When it was revealed that the University 
of Chicago was applying political tests to prospective 
freshmen, the former head of the local AAUP co-authored a 
document justifying the practice. 250 Some of my own instruc¬ 
tion in the value of working within institutions came from 
participation in an attempt to run a partial slate of candidates 
for office in the University of Chicago chapter of the AAUP. 
Confronted with the first dissent seen within the organiza¬ 
tion in years, the chairman moved the voting ahead of its 
announced place on the agenda, cut it off abruptly in the 
middle when more members entered the room, and acted so 
intemperately that the distinguished professor who we had 
nominated for president left the room in disgust. 

In the late ’sixties, just as a decade before, academic 
freedom meant the freedom of universities to do the firing 
themselves, without outside intervention. Thus, the New 
York Times urged government to keep its hands off: “the 
need now is clearly to permit the colleges to put their own 
house in order. . . . For Congress to act now would be to 
endanger both the pacification and the freedom of the 
American campus.” 251 Andrew Cordier, pacifier at Colum¬ 
bia, told a Senate Subcommittee that “stability” on campus 
would be best achieved not through federal legislation, but 
“with the instrumentalities and procedures which the uni- 
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versity itself must create or now has now at hand." 2 3 2 One of 
those instrumentalities, it developed, was the device of 
responding to the McClellan committee’s subpoenas of 
names of activist students (and faculty advisers) by sending 
only SDS names. University lawyers somehow found the 
strength to negotiate to withhold the names of moderate 
students, but as Cordier read the law, he had no choice but to 
hand over the SDS names. 233 

The same kind of double-think was evident far and wide as 
crusaders for repression marched under the banners of 
‘‘academic freedom." During the summer of 1969 hundreds 
of administrators showed the obverse of the banner, waving 
their plans for pacification in various offices of the Nixon 
administration. ‘‘There was a parade of these guys coming in 
all summer about various matters, and naturally the talk got 
around to campus unrest,” said one of the New York Times’ 
‘‘informed sources.” 234 The Times commended the AAUP 
for speaking out against disruptive students but urged the 
organization to spell out its implied condemnation of faculty 
members who condone or participate in such activities. 235 
Congressional liberals claimed to be standing up to reaction 
when they held hearings which justified liberal repression. 256 
Hans Morgenthau wrote in the New Republic that “law and 
order" means “violence in defence ofthesru/7/s quo ,” while 
joining with Edward Shils and others at the University of 
Chicago to oppose a “coercive” demonstration against the 
manufacturer of napalm. 2 3 7 And the youth of the nation was 
offered an extended statement of “a moral, ethical or 
philosophical point of view about dissent and how it may 
properly—and effectively—be expressed" by Supreme 
Court Justice Abe Fortas. 238 

On campus, spies were at work: some “students” were 
narcs, others were taking notes for the FBI, for HUAC, for 
the local red squad, for the Chicago Tribune. 239 Universities 


went into the same business: at first they were content with 
still photographs, later they went into movies. 240 Informa¬ 
tion gathered by student spies for the FBI went to university 
administrators. 241 Faculty members discovered that if they 
made the mistake of learning their students’ names, they 
might be called up to name them for disciplinary purposes 
and put in jeopardy if they were unwilling to do so. 242 On the 
other hand, many were willing to serve as finger-men. 243 
Admissions officers began to devote more attention to the 
hair-length and politics of candidates for admission, and, as 
we shall see, eminent faculty utilized the ideology of the 
’fifties to justify this attention. 

And there was, indeed, violence on the campuses. Less 
than a week after Hoffer’s exhortation to chancellors and 
mayors to wake up with murder on their minds, James 
Rector was murdered in Berkeley. 244 A few days before, the 
attempt to murder and mutilate University of Chicago 
Sociology Professor Richard Flacks occurred. 245 End of 
ideology showed a starkly barbaric face in the responses of 
university people. While the radical lay bleeding and 
paralyzed with a crushed skull and a nearly severed right 
hand, a university official told the press of the latter wound, 
but not the former, and suggested that it was suicide. Some 
senior sociologists also saw it as a suicide attempt and 
publicly speculated about “what drove him to it.” 246 The 
event caused the department to delay the announcement that 
Flacks was not being given tenure; they let the word out after 
the last issue of the student newspaper had been published.* 


* Professor Flacks was given tenure in the undergraduate college system 
at the University of Chicago hut was denied tenure within the Sociology 
Department. In this instance, the clear outcome of the two-tiered system 
was to deny scholarly legitimacy to a noted sociologist, —editors note 
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So Flacks left the University of Chicago, together with 
Marlene Dixon.* Staughton Lynd was never allowed in. The 
same university had expelled forty-three students and sus¬ 
pended eighty-one in 1969. 247 The same thing was happening 
across the country. Faculty members were being fired 248 and 
students were being expelled: in the 1968-1969 academic 
year on twenty-eight campuses over nine hundred students 
were expelled or suspended for political offenses and more 
than eight hundred fifty were put on probation. 249 

VII. Historians as Activists, II 

Historians, too, have been campus activists. At the Univer¬ 
sity of Chicago, William McNeill urged what he called a 
“counter revolutionary” policy in regard to the 1969 
sit-in. 250 Arthur Mann was a member of the University of 
Chicago disciplinary committee which handed down the 
1969 expulsions, basing its sentences on students’ political 
beliefs rather than their conduct. 251 At Harvard in the spring 
of 1969, while some students were thinking of ways to 
abolish ROTC, Oscar Handlin was deeply involved in 
organizing faculty on the other side. Together with Bernard 
Bailyn, he presented a proposal whose effect would have 
been to legitimize a more academically respectable ROTC 
while at the same time de-legitimizing student-run and 
student-initiated courses. 25 2 After the bust. Professor 
Schlesinger of CUNY wrote that while “invoking the police 
may on occasion be necessary to preserve academic free- 

* Marlene Dixon is a left sociologist, then at the University of Chicago. 
Her firing precipitated a sit-in in January of 1969 “skillfully” and 
repressively quelled by University President Edward Levy, now Gerald 
Ford’s choice for U.S. Attorney General. Dixon has more recently been 
involved in Quebec politics and political turmoil at McGill. —editor’s note 


dom,” it had been wrong at Harvard. Not precisely wrong, 
but rather, imprudent; it was not the fact of “cops clubbing 
Harvard and Radcliffe students” that offended him but the 
“spectacle” of it, which “obliged the S.D.S. and illustrated 
its favorite thesis of the hidden violence of American 
society.” The “sadness of the recent trouble at Harvard” 
was not that president Nathan Pusey had called the police, 
but that he had done so before consulting with moderate 
students and faculty. 255 

Meanwhile, apparently finding the AAUP insufficiently 
militant in defense of academic freedom, such historians as 
Oscar Handlin, Daniel Boorstin, Dumas Malone, Marvin 
Meyers, Louis Gottschalk and Leonard Levy were joining 
Sidney Hook’s “University Centers for Rational Alterna¬ 
tives.” (Other members of the new organization included 
Bruno Bettelheim, Nathan Glazer, David Truman, Edward 
Teller, S.I. Hayakawa, Lewis Peuer, Leo Strauss, and John 
Roche.) The UCRA attacked the “extremist putschism” 
and “extremist terrorism” of the “McCarthyism of the 
Left,” and sought “to promote the activism of non¬ 
extremists”; specifically, that activism aimed to oppose 
‘appeasement’’ and to strengthen the “backbone” of uni¬ 
versity administrators by justifying the calling in of police to 
protect academic freedom. UCRA described itself as “non¬ 
political” and was tax-exempt. 254 

At Columbia in the violent spring of 1968, Richard 
Hofstadter was a leader of the pro-administration forces, 
volunteering his services to Grayson Kirk and working with 
David Truman to round up faculty support for the tottering 
administration. In June, Hofstadter was Kirk’s choice to 
deliver the commencement address in his place. There, after 
the bloody police charges called down upon the university 
by Kirk and Truman earlier in the spring, Hofstadter spoke 
of the university’s neutrality and its commitment to “certain 
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basic values of freedom, rationality, inquiry, discussion, and 
to its own internal order. . . Endorsing reform, he urged 
that future plans be based on “an evolution from existing 
structures and arrangements, not upon a utopian scheme for 
a perfect university.” A year later almost one thousand 
Columbia faculty members, organized by Hofstadter, Fritz 
Stern, Jacques Barzun and others paid for an advertisement 
in the New York Times called “The University as a 
Sanctuary of Academic Freedom.” In what President An¬ 
drew Cordier called a “statesman-like declaration,” the 
signers reiterated the doctrine of self-regulation: “the uni¬ 
versity must put its own house in order. . . . Ill-considered 
intervention by outside forces may only jeopardize 
academic freedom.” Together with the historians named 
above, and with Daniel Bell and Lionel Trilling, John A. 
Garraty, Henry Graff, Virginia D. Harrington, William E. 
Leuchtenburg, Chilton Williamson and other historians 
insisted that “the tradition of the university as a sanctuary of 
academic freedom and centre of informed discussion is an 
honored one, to be guarded vigilantly. ... It is our intention 
not to surrender the safeguards of freedom that men have 
erected at great sacrifice over several centuries.” But when 
Columbia surrendered the names of SDS members to the 
Senator John McClellan’s Subcommittee on investigations, 
these scholars did not feel called upon to release 
statesmanlike declarations about the university as a sanc¬ 
tuary of academic freedom. 256 

In the spring of 1967, a young University of Chicago 
historian, not himself a radical, was shocked by what he 
found while assisting in admissions work. One folder con¬ 
tained a description of an interview by the Director of 
Admissions. The interviewer described the candidate as 
“fingering his long tresses.” The student said that he came 
from a Left family, and that his father had lost his job during 


the McCarthy period. In his report on this, the interviewer 
commented, “you can see what kind of a family he comes 
trom. When the student acknowledged that he was an 
activist, the interviewer commented, “We have enough kids 
here who cause trouble. Better let him go to Reed or 
Berkeley. 1 he historian let his indignation get the better of 
his sense of professionalism -and let the word out. Shortly 
wa , s . in senous difficulties for his indiscretion. Those 
difficulties were caused in part by a statement written by five 
faculty members, including Daniel Boorstin and a former 
president of the campus AAUP. What is of interest to us here 
is not so much the difficulties of the young faculty member as 
the response of Professors Boorstin et al., for it illustrates 
quite starkly how it was that the ideology of the ’fifties was 
once again in the ’sixties, the ideology of repression. While 
the President of the University stated that Chicago did not 
exclude students for political views, the Boorstin statement 
made it quite clear that such exclusion would be legitimate: 


Within the fremework of the law and in cognizance of the 
general value consensus [which Boorstin saw as] prevailing 
in our society, it is the right of the University faculty and 
administrative officers to determine what shall be the orien¬ 
tation, social mission, intellectual culture, curriculum, and 
educational goals of the University. 


It was, the document concluded, the right of the university 
to determine how the pursuit of these goals is to be 
perpetuated through the choice of the succeeding generation 
ot scholars.” 257 


1 DUU1Mm nau ottered was consensus ideology in its 
most nakedly exclusion^ form. (Subsequently, a university 
cornmutee bufit on Boorstin’s doctrine when it defined the 
me ot treason against the university.) 258 Assuming 
consensus in the society, and taking it upon himself to defmf 
content of that consensus, Boorstin saw it as right and 
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good that those who did not adhere to the consensus be 
excluded from the university. Boorstin’s “general value 
consensus” was also used to justify the exclusion of faculty 
who did not partake of the consensus. Writing for the 
Associated Press in more than one hundred newspapers 
across the country on ‘ ‘Good-By, Mr. Chips: The Dissenting 
Professors,” Boorstin noted that, more and more, we were 
hearing of professors who support the Vietcong, professors 
who are not opposed to premarital intercourse, professors 
who announce other“unpopular or outlandish” views.” 9 
Why were these people going against the consensus? In part, 
not out of antagonism to the community but out of involve¬ 
ment with it as the profession grew and diversified and 
professors had more to say about more things. Boorstin 
looked with approval at the rapprochement between busi¬ 
ness and the academy, mentioning a university chancellor 
who resigned to become a vice president of Standard Oil, 
and the resignation of the president of the American Stock 
Exchange to become president of Wesleyan University. But 
there was a negative side to the dissent of the professors, and 
this was Boorstin’s focus. They were out to advance 
themselves, said Boorstin, and “publicity builds academic 
careers. ...” (He cited such noted dissenters as Daniel P. 
Moynihan.) Dissent was idiosyncratic and it was no assur¬ 
ance of “vigor or independence of mind.” Claiming to 
favour true dissent, Boorstin worried about the bad effects 
of what he imagined to be the dissenters’ “academic 
immunity.” “Reputable institutions,” he wrote, have been 
overtolerant of dissenters, “doubly cautious lest they unde¬ 
restimate the professional competence of dissenters, not 
infrequently they lean over backward to avoid the shadow of 
intolerance.” And what if the dissenting professor should be 
fired? That was no cause for concern: “he is almost certain 
to become somebody’s hero.” 


This piece brings us full circle, back to Boorstin’s Quakers 
three centuries before. They are simply modern dissenters in 
old-style dress. Boorstin shows as much concern for the 
professors’ freedom as he did for the Quakers’. In each 
instance, the dissenter is a threat to social stability, and we 
must not allow tolerance to endanger that stability. 

In a 1969 commencement address, true to his reading of 
past radical movements, Boorstin saw contemporary stu¬ 
dent radicals as reactionaries,” “dyspeptics and psycho- 
tics. Students, whether black or white, did not know how 
well off they were: “about 40 per cent of the students are 
women,” and “even ten years ago, there were more 
Negroes attending American colleges and universities than 
the total college population of England or of France.” This 
sham comparison was followed by other versions of “you 
never had it so good.” If American students thought their 
housing and social facilities inadequate, let them “take a 
quick trip to Paris [the Sorbonne], where there are no social 
facilities at all.” Not enough democracy in the American 
university? Let. . . them read the sign, yellowed with age, 
at the entrance to the Sorbonne, warning that to use these 
premises for political discussions is illegal.” Speaking 
especially of black admission demands, Boorstin reminded 
his audience that “In the university all men are not equal.” 
He endorsed Jefferson’s “natural aristocracy.” Those fa¬ 
culty members who believed in “the mission of their 
universities” must not become “Professor Toms,” mustnot 
surrender to the growing tendency to “Spiritual Appease¬ 
ment.” “The university must be a place of respect for and 
preference for intellectual superiority”: “every other kind 
of non-intellectual exceptionalism,” whether white racism 
or “Black Brahminism,” was “a cancer.” 260 

The term “cancer” ties together Boorstin’s views of 
dissent in the past and in the present, on campus and off. 
Speaking on Vietnam, Boorstin told a convention of As- 
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sociated Press Managing Editors, “It seems to me that 
dissent is the great problem of America today.’’ 2 * 1 
“Disagreements” —such as declarations by organized 
homosexuals—were “good ”, butdissentledto dissension, 
“discord”; if “disagreement” was “the life blood of democ¬ 
racy,” dissension was its “cancer.” 262 Choosing the 
“sniper’s bullet” as “an eloquent expression of dissent, 
Boorstin described dissenters in the familiar idiosyncratic 
terms: the dissenter sought personal power, dissenting for 
dissent’s sake, setting up magazines which do nothing but 
dissent. 263 The dissenters’ “main object” was “to preserve 
and conceal their separate identity as adissenting minority.” 
Here lay the heart of Boorstin’s general theory, a totalitarian 
ideology dedicated to the destruction of anything that hinted 
at differentness. If the unwillingness of “the dissenting 
pack” to compromise was a threat to society, so was the 
immigrant’s assertion of a right “to remain different. The 
very “affirmation of differentness,” whether the 
dissenter’s, the immigrant’s, or the black student’s would 
tend to destroy our institutions. That is the ideology which 
Boorstin uses to justify contemporary repression, and it is 
only a somewhat more extreme form of the ideology which 
his “politically neutral” colleagues imposed on the Ameri¬ 
can past. 

The number of historians who, like Boorstin, have be¬ 
come off-campus activists, is legion, and space does not 
allow a full description of their activities here. A sampling 
might include urban historian Richard Wade, campaigner for 
various Kennedys and for Mayor Daley. Wade told a 1968 
American Historical Association meeting that it is improper 
for academics to identify their institutions with their indi¬ 
vidual political activities; 264 he neglected to recall that he had 
allowed not only his name but also a photograph of himself 
teaching a University of Chicago class to appear as part of 


“Faculty for Daley’s” campaign literature. 26 ' As we shall 
see, this very partisan activism had its effect on Wade’s 
reading of the American past. 266 (In the present, it led to 
appointment by Daley as a Commissioner of the Chicago 
Housing Authority.) 

At the end of 1967, after the teach-ins and with rising 
anti-war feeling on the campuses, Oscar Handlin felt that it 
was time for the “moderate segment of the academic 
community” to be heard. Handlin and a small group of 
activists sponsored by Freedom House* urged that the 
United States “stay the course with a limited war. . . .” 
Specifically, they endorsed a strategy of “seize and hold” 
rather than “search and destroy”; there must be no “aban¬ 
donment of our commitments.” The tide of “isolationist” 
sentiment had to be stopped, and those who criticized 
Johnson's policy must be aware that they were contributing 
as much, in their way, to the war’s outcome as were the 
troops in Vietnam. It was time to “desist from the excessive 
spirit of mea culpa which permeates certain quarters of 
American society.” “We can be justly proud of our interna¬ 
tional accomplishments during the past twenty years.” 267 

Handlin and his colleagues justified American Vietnam 
policy in the context of a kind of international pluralism. 
They accepted unquestioningly the goal of “political 
equilibrium” as if equilibrium were democracy and there 
were no victims of that equilibrium. And, true to pluralist 
dogma, disequilibrium had its orgins in “externally directed 
subversion.” “For the foreseeable future,” said the docu¬ 
ment, “the American nuclear umbrella will be a vital 
element in any over-all Asian equilibrium.” Such statements 
lend strong support to C. Wright Mills’ contention that end 

* A New York City organization with a strongly anti-communist social 
democratic flavour.—editor’s note 
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of ideology was simply “a consensus of a few provincials 
about their own immediate and provincial position. And, as 
we shall see, Handlin’s activism, too, translated very 
directly into the history which he wrote. 268 

The activism of Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., of course 
provides the example most envied by historians, the stan¬ 
dard against which thousands of competitors must measure 
themselves. As Gordon Craig has put it, it is the intellectuals 
who, “after all, create the Camelots of this world,” 269 and 
Schlesinger, who rejoiced in the title, ‘ court 
philosopher,” 270 did his part. He put history at the service ot 
power, rewriting the history of the Cuban Revolution in 
order to legitimize, in advance, the Bay of Pigs. 2 1 “Defeated 
by the moral issue,” he had helped to keep the invasion story 
out of the press. 272 Unable to find the internal resources to 
“blow the whistle” on the Bay of Pigs in 1961 , 275 in 1966 he 
decisively proclaimed, “surely the time has come to blow 
the whistle before the present burst of revisionism regarding 
the origins of the cold war goes much further.” 2 4 Later, he 
acknowledged that the last remark was “intemperate’ ; 27S he 
has yet to say the same for the rest of his conduct. And in 
December of 1968 the assembled members of the American 
Historical Association remained silent while Schlesinger 
lectured them on the need for ‘ civility. 

In the late ’sixties, Schlesinger again agitated for a strong 
executive, as he had a decade before. But by this time 
Vietnam had brought home to him a possibility which he had 
earlier ignored: presidential power might have its exces¬ 
ses.” So he devised a new scheme, which repeated his 
earlier errors, but in new form: the president had too much 
power in foreign affairs, but not enough in the domestic 
realm. Thus, in a time of increasing repression, Schlesinger 
opened the way to more, with such fictitious distinctions as 
the claim that while acts in foreign policy were generally 


irreversible, domestic acts were generally reversible. After 
all, he said—with amazing blindness in a time of internal 
convulsion—the president “represents the whole people, 
and the answer to the crisis of alienation surely does not lie in 
the weakening of the centre. . . .” 277 

Schlesinger does indeed write as he votes and vote as he 
writes, and it is hard to find a line of demarcation between his 
politics and his scholarship. But we have seen that, although 
he has risen to greater eminence than most, Schlesinger is 
but the archetype of his generation, a generation of activists. 
This activism is amply reflected in the historical associations 
and in their journals. It is there in a review which endorses 
uncritically a book on chemical warfare written “from the 
policy standpoint” and without “emotionalism.” 278 It is 
there in articles and reviews which attack Left scholarship 
with an acerbity unmatched by anyone on the Left. Oscar 
Handlin set the style in 1962, when he characterized William 
Appleman Williams’ Contours of American History as “an 
elaborate hoax,” “uproariously funny,” “farcical,” a 
“total diaster,” “altogether incoherent.” 279 John Higham 
described the review as “tasteless and irresponsible,” “a 
scandalously intemperate polemic,” 280 and much the same 
might be said of some of the reviews of Barton J. Bernstein’s 
Towards a New Past. Charles Mullett called the writers 
“arrogant” and “selffighteous” while characterizing my 
essay on the American Revolution “from the bottom up” as 
an attempt “to get at the feelings of dirty people with no 
names,” including merchant seamen, “scarcely to be re¬ 
garded as an important sector of society.” 281 John Garraty of 
Columbia dealt with my work by remarking, inscrutably, 
that I “represent the New Left’s Left.” 282 David Donald 
delivered himself of a similarly genteel polemic, 28 ’ and Irwin 
Unger found his “blood pressure” rising as he reviewed the 
book. 284 Finally, a Columbia activist even found a review of 
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a book about fourteenth-century Europe an appropriate 
place for an attack on the “intolerable self-righteousness” of 
the New Left. 28S 

Organizationally, we find the American Historical As¬ 
sociation conducting itself in accord with pluralist practice: 
when it appeared that the membership might, for the first 
time in years, attempt actively to involve itself in the affairs 
of the organization, the Council proposed to change the 
constitution with measures which would centralize power in 
the Council and lessen the possibility for meaningful debate 
by doing away with the last institution within the organiza¬ 
tion which even remotely resembled a town meeting. All of 
this was done, with traditional pluralist irony, in the name of 
making the organization more responsive to “the will of the 
membership.” 286 

In the ’sixties, presidential addresses of the AHA and the 
Organization of American Historians remained activist and 
political, and, as in the past, reflected a very narrow range of 
politics and activism. Samuel Flagg Bemis’ “American 
Foreign Policy and the Blessings of Liberty” 287 and John K. 
Fairbank’s “Assignment for the ’Seventies” 288 continued to 
wage Cold War, the former more ostentatiously than the 
latter, but both in agreement in opposing revolutions and in 
denying the possibility of an American imperialism. Fair- 
bank was ethnocentric and condescending in his approach to 
“our China problem.” Aggression came from China, not 
from the United States. The war in Vietnam was a “disas¬ 
ter,” but “inadvertent,” brought about by “an excess of 
righteousness and disinterested benevolence.” It was our 
“crown of thorns” —not Vietnam’s. 28 '' 

In his “Mythmakers of American History,” Thomas 
Bailey told the OAH that the “Robber Barons” were instead 
industrial statesmen, and the Cold-War revisionists were 
“the self-flagellation school,” He incited to riot with the 
following words from another era: “The luckless African- 
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Americans while in slavery were essentially in jail; and we 
would certainly not write the story of a nation in terms of its 
pnson population.” All of these remarks were presented as 
coming forth from one who was himself above the battle one 
who could fret over “presentitis” and condemn historians 
r being hystenans ” “Sometimes,” the noted diplomatic 

1 ed> “ h,s,onans degenerate ■"“> 

fewTv lly ’ \° ret f Ur 1 n a u t the end to histor y itself, let us note a 
tew examples of the history produced in the late ’sixties by 

non-Left historians. Here is Richard Wade, in the course of a 
discussion of nineteenth century New York reformer Jacob 
Riis, surrendering his critical sense in the face of Mayor 
u; P redlctl0n of an imminent end to slums. 291 Daley 

Tllinn^ 6 S f ’ belon ^ n 8 ht U P there among the great men of 
Illinois, along with Abraham Lincoln and Adlai 

Stevenson. 292 Here is Henry Steele Commager, contrasting 
nfi 77 A C r ^constructive character” of the revolution 
t ' < W ' h the negatlve and destructive character” of 
today s revolutionary fervor.” Those who made the first 
Revolution broke up an Empire, to be sure,” but 

What !s more important is what they put in the place of that 
which they overthrew or destroyed. They were not blinded 
by hostility to the old system, or by personal enmity toward 
the Establishment; they knew what they were about; they 
had a program, and they carried it out, item by item to a 
triumphant conclusion. y ’ 

They even^ worked through political channels for realizable 
cnus . . . AH this is in sharp contrast with today’s re- 

moUvafiom 29 ^ 110 With ° UtaPr ° gramand ncratic in 

textbook^ polidcal har angue is making its way into the 

House doctJ °w Car HandHn haS translated ^edom 
doctrine on Vietnam directly into his History of the 
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United States. 194 Handlin, a “Professor for Humphrey,” 295 
uncritically defends American policy in Vietnam—where 
Ho Chi Minh was “reckless about the cost in lives” —and 
places that defense in the context of an overall justification 
of recent American foreign policy: 

For more than a decade, disruptive new forces touched off a 
succession of incidents that kept the world on the verge of 
war. Latin America, Asia and Africa seethed with unrest. In 
those vast areas, nationalism and social revolution kept 
disturbing existing conditions and readily spread across 
established boundary lines. Through the difficult years after 
1960, the United States pursued a tortuous course, struggling 
to avoid war yet determined to honor its commitments to 
freedom. 29 ' 1 

The unasked question here, as in other pluralist analyses, is, 
just what is disruptive? The rebellion of the Latin American, 
Asian, and African, or the conditions of their daily lives? 
Why are existing conditions and established boundary lines 
thought of as good? Is rebellion disruptive, or the conditions 
which lead to it? 

In conclusion, for a glimpse of a synthesis of America in 
the 'sixties as seen through the lens of consensus, we may 
turn to the sixth edition of Morison and Commager’s Growth 
of the American Republic. 291 The last chapter, written by 
Columbia faculty activist William E. Leuchtenburg, 298 is 
entitled “The Great Society at War.” On Vietnam, he is 
critical of Johnson, but critical because the President’s 
policy was not “prudent.” “Month by month,” writes 
Leuchtenburg, “the war reeled farther out of control.” It 
was not as if anyone was making bad decisions; apparently, 
just as Niebuhr and Schlesinger had argued many years 
before, things, not people, were in control. Nonetheless, the 
war was finally slowed by an anti-war movement. Where did 
this movement originate? Apparently it started in the U.S. 
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“doves r 5 ', W u, re '' hawks " were opposed to 
‘I 9 ; :, , S"-*™ Wayne Morse and Ernest Gruening 

were doves ; later they were joined by other senators 8 

theattitndr OCr H tS ' Leuchtenbur 8 gives much attention to 
the attitudes and activities of the war’s “critics ” “nn nn 

™ uTs” ?° T e , th£y? Thc " -pie naS 

burv SvVd M r S ' R a Cl ; ard Goodwin - Harrison Satis- 
y, David M. Shoup, and James Reston.* 300 Some of us 

remember it differently. Some of us remember that there 

was to begin with, an extra-parliamentary anti-war move- 

force the 1 ^ f Xpended enormous energy in the attempt to 

the daJ Somenf UeS VaCUOUS bi P artisa " politics of 

i ay 'S°- e of us remember that William Fulbright voted 
the Tonkin Bay Resolution when others knew better 
Some of us remember the courage with which Robert 
Kennedy invested his charisma in the anti-war movement 
oh so early, so alone. Some of us remember marches on 
Washington the Assembly of Unrepresented People the 
International Days of Protest, sit-ins, arrests firings - But 
either our memory is false, or this is really "! 8 4 For 

extra fo e shtm 8 ’ ^ f first and onI y P artial mention of such 
extra-institutional struggles comes after a description of the 

doves against the hawks. After “the administration ignored 

escaSlL ° P , POnentS ° f i,S Vie,nam Policy- « critcs 
escalated their activities too, from ‘teach-ins’ on campuses 

and demonstrations at which draft cards were burned'to 

‘ ra v| olent eonfrontations with authority " ,U! At first it 

was doves against hawks, with responsible men leading he 

peace movetnent, and ,/,e„ the irresponsibles took over 

irr th res Ponsibles have Leuchtenburg’s blessing the 

responses do not. Anti-war leaders began to insist'that 

* fep oh ". J: Salsibury and 

the Marine Corp.-editor's note Shoup wa s tonner commander of 
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what Leuchtenburg calls “riots were eg'titnale^ John 
Gardner is quoted on “the rage to demolish- And there 
were other riots. The assassination of Martin Luthei King 
set off “race riots' 7 across the country. 'Race riots . that is 

He gTA? 'Th y e rS cut oj 

voice leaves us with a vision of tear gas fall.ng tomthe sky 
like rain; once again, things were in c « ntro . no ^ n w 

Thus violence was on the upsurge in America, there were 

assassinations and bombings, a rising crime rate, slaughter 
on television, “coercion by students at Columbia and other 
universities.” and "lobbying by the Na*™ Rifle Associa- 
tion against effective gun control legislation Aga , 
there is the equation of Left and Right, the politics which 
says that ther? is really no difference between a college sit-in 
and the bombing of a Birmingham church. ^ , 

In 1968 Senator Eugene McCarthy s Childr 
Crusade” “demonstrated that the 

remarkably responsive to the popular will. But to Chicago 
there also came “itinerant revolutionists bent on provoking 
aWolent confrontation.” Their visit seems wholly irrat ‘°" a1 ’ 
since says Leuchtenburg, “In most respects the convent on 
was exceptionally democratic . Of course some oHhe 
followers of McCarthy, McGovern, and Kennedy be 
lieved” that “the will of the people had been flouted when 
Humphrey was nominated, but in Leuchtenburg s book 
that is only a “belief.” Meanwhile, out in the streets, thi 
“exceptionally democratic” convention was being mar 
red” by demonstrators, “a number of whom were deliber- 
ately provocative.” Some of Daley’s police used their clubs 


“indiscriminately.” Like the war in Vietnam, they were 
“out of control.” !ftS 


* 5k * jfc * 


Leuchtenburg’s students just don’t believe him any more. 
Nor do they believe Professors Commager, Nevins, Boor- 
stin, Schlesinger, Handlin, or Morison. It is the Left which 
has spoken to them of real issues, of pain and suffering, and 
of a better world which has nut been seen before. The 
politics which mainstream historians have admired are 
unreal and unprincipled; their history has aimed further to 
insulate those politics from reality. But the Left will continue 
to present the real alternatives, the alternatives which 
expose the triviality of America’s politics of pragmatism. 
Fire us, expel us, jail us, we will not go away. We exist, and 
people like us have existed throughout history, and we will 
simply not allow you the luxury of continuing to call 
yourselves politically neutral while you exclude all of this 
from your history. You cannot lecture us on civility while 
you legitimize barbarity. You cannot fire us for activism 
without having your own activism exposed. You cannot call 
apologetics “excellence” without expecting the most rigor¬ 
ous and aggressive of scholarly replies. 

We were at the Democratic Convention, and at the steps 
of the Pentagon, and we will not go away. We are even in the 
Shore ham and the Sheraton Park.* And we are in the 
libraries, writing history, trying to cure it of your partisan 
and self-congratulatory fictions, trying to come a little closer 
to finding out how things actually were. 


* Washington hotels which housed the meeting where this paper was first 
delivered, —editor’s note 
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NOTES 


i 

1. Merle Curti chaired the session; the other panelists were John 
Braeman, William Appleman Williams, and Lawrence R. Veysey. 
Unger’s paper was published as “The ‘New Left’ and American 
History: Some Recent Trends in United States Historiography,” 
American Historical Review , LXXI1 (July 1967), 1237-1263. 

2. Ibid., 1261, 1259, 1244n., 1?42, 1249, 1246. See, for instance, 
Unger’s summary of New Left interpretations of American foreign 
policy: “Free trade, foreign investment. Point Four aid—all, 
presumably, have been tools of American hegemony” (1248; see 
also 1249). 

3. Ibid., 1249, 1253. 

4. Ibid., 1249, 1253, 1252, 1263. 

5. Ibid., 1262, 1243. 

6. Consider the academic careers—or, more precisely, the lack of 
academic careers—of such historians as Philip S. Fonerand Herbert 
Aptheker. (It should be noted that Aptheker’s appointment as 
visiting lecturer in the Black Studies programme at Bryn Mawr 
College in 1969-70 came about as a result of student initiative. 
Aptheker has told the author that in the twenty-four years preceding 
he actively sought employment at approximately fifty institutions 
without success.) For a discussion of academic repression in the 
period after World War II, see below. For the early ’forties, consider 
especially the Rapp-Coudert investigations in New York City 
(1940-41) which led to the firing, suspension, or resignation under 
pressure of approximately fifty faculty members employed by the 
Board of Higher Education, including historians Philip S. Foner, 
Jack Foner, Herbert Morais, and Irving Mark. See Lawrence H. 
Chamberlain, Loyalty and Legislative Action: A Survey of Activity 
by the New York State Legislature, 1919-1949 (Ithaca, 1951), 68-186; 
Robert W. Iversen, The Communists and the Schools (New York, 
1959), 208-223. Morris Schappes, who was in the English Depart¬ 
ment at City College at the time, was convicted of peijury and served 
thirteen and one half months in jail. (See Louis Lerman, ed., Morris 
U. Schappes: Letters from the Tombs [New York, 1941], I am 
indebted to Schappes and to Philip S. Foner for information 
concerning Rapp-Coudert.) 
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For an earlier period, consider the circumstances of Charles A. 
Beard s resignation from Columbia: Richard Hofstadter, The Proe- 

7z^L H \, t0ri T S: , Turner ' Beurd ’ Parrington (New York, 1968), 
286-288 ; New York Times, editorial (“Columbia’s Deliverance”) 
October 10, 1917, 10. Forthe experience of Scott Nearing, a Socialist 
economist, see Lightner Witmer, The Nearing Case (New York 

WeinStein ’ The Corporate Ideal in the Liberal State': 
1900-1918 (Boston, 1968), 129, 244. 

7. LXXIV (December 1968), 531-533, 

8. Due to the departure of Staughton Lynd from Yale and of myself 
from the University of Chicago. 

9. For Lynd s conflicts with Yale and with the other institutions noted 
below see his "Academic Freedom: Your Story and Mine ” 
Columbia University Forum, X (Fall 1967), 23-28 (cf. Edmund S 
Morgan and C. Vann Woodward, “Academic Freedom: Whose 
Story? i/W., XI [Spring 19681, 42-43; reply by Lynd, ibid., 50-51)- 

VfT SCh) ’ ~ N ° W ° rk for Lynd " and “ Draft Statement of 
NUC Defence Committee,” New University Conference 
Newsletter, May 24 1968;/Vevr York Times, July 18, 1967 {Chicago 
lllini ( University of Illinois, Chicago), July 31, 1967; Roosevelt 
orch, April 22, 29, May 6, 13, 1968; Mary O’Connell, “Maguire 
Vetoes Lynd Hiring,” Loyola News (Chicago), May 10, 1968- fact 
sheets of Committee for Academic Freedom in Illinois and corres¬ 
pondence among the Committee, the American Association of 
University Professors, and Staughton Lynd, 1967-69 (in possession 
of the author). 

10. William Hardy McNeill, in conversation with the author, Chicago, 
December 16, 1966. For some of the factors in my non-renewal- 
including both my scholarship and my participation in a 1966 sit-in 
protesting the sending of class rank to Selective Service -see Jesse 
Lemisch, “Some Remarks on the Lemisch Case,” Chicago 
May 19 ’ 1 967;(Jem, letter to the editor,ibid., November 3, 
... .. °I, a s “gg est ion of McNeill’s own capacity for partisanship, 
k£tw™ Greek Di,emma: War and Aftermath (Philadelphia, 

I in rrs f'u CVieW by Stavrianos, American Historical Review, 
k! ll OC ^ er , 19471 143 ' 144; Gabriel Kolko, The Politics of War- 
loLTfo Und Uni,ed States Foreign Policy, 1943-1945 [New York 

Darhich- C fi S xT Frank Smothers ’ William Hardy McNeill. Elizabeth 
uarb slnre McNeill, Report on the Greeks: Findings of a Twentieth 

(New v Team W,uch Surveyed Conditions in Greece in 1947 

IJNew York, 1948). 

For the convictions and scholarship of Daniel J. Boorstin, Richard 
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Wade, and Arthur Mannof .he His,cry Departures, a. .he Umversi.y 

Of Chicago, see below. difficulties of Eugene D. 

11. Consider, for instance, th P jntment a t Rochester, and at 

Genovese at Rutgers, before his pp . u esto bimbutdid 

other institutions which made pre hmm V PP^ Qr consider the fact 
not follow through with otters i P „ n account of a paper which 

that when the Chicago Tn socialist Scholars' Conference 

Christopher Lasch presented at intellectuals. Northwestern 

in September 1968 on the role of s inquiries of Lasch’s chair- 

University’s president saw fit to Appropriate that he do so: 

man, and the chairman fought it Leopold and the author, 

tel .phone convex.,- ew ; ’ " aTson.ewha. special 

November 5, 1968. (Lascn an ot c hoose to identify 

cases in that: Xv Iret'some ways hostile to student 

with the New Left and they ^ '" T the New Left’s anti¬ 
activism and in disagreement with the 

hierarchalism.) 

12. See below. ?x . Fe bruary 9, 1968, L 56: 

13 . New York Tones, February 8, 1968 28 February 

February 10, 1968, 23; December 21. 1968. 

\t Sger d ° W New Left,” .263, 1262. 

16. This is of course a historiographu^al^Question^jf jjj^history itself is 

since the primary questio motivations But the contention 

sound, regardless of the h.stonar’ ^tivations-But , 

is so nearly an article of .^'‘ h f some of the items listed in my 
unchallenged-with the except jnstances dte d below- 

acknowledgments, above, and consideration 

- - —- » f the 

content and validity of the hlbtory w . . Gar Alperovitz, David 

,7. For a summary ”, Ap|)leman Williams, ami other,. 

see'christoplier Lasch. Alre Cold War, ^^“le'aHoKo'lko. 

An Annlysi- «f P««r nnJ Purpose < B “““;„'"’ A ’ mcr i C a„ his.ory. 
is - ”' h “ perhaps 
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repression is the normal state in this country’s history, and that what 
needs explaining are the aberrations, those rare periods of free and 
diverse expression. For one of many studies which, while not 
intending to lead to such a generalization, seems to provide data for 
it, see Leonard W. Levy, Freedom of Speech and Press in Early 
American History: Legacy of Suppression ( New York, 1963). 

19. John Steinke and James Weinstein, “McCarthy and the Liberals,” 
Studies on the Left , II (1962), number 3, 43-50. 

20. Carey McWilliams, Witch Hunt: The Revival of Heresy (Boston, 
1950), 16. 

21. See Corliss Lamont, ed., The Trial of Elizabeth Gurley Flynn by the 
American Civil Liberties Union (New York, 1968); Barbara Deming, 
“The Ordeal of SANE,” The Nation, March 11, 1961,200-205; A.J. 
Muste, “The Crisis in SANE,” Liberation , July-August, 1960, 
November, 1960, 5-8; idem , “Senator Dodd, Norman Cousins, and 
SANE,” ibid., December 1960, 3-4. 

22. See especially Sidney Hook, “The Dangers of Cultural 
Vigilantism,” New York Times Magazine, September 30, 1951. The 
centrality of the theme of “cultural vigilantism” is noted in Lasch, 
“Cultural Cold War,” 338-339. 

23. An End to Innocence: Essays in Culture and Politics (Boston, 1955), 
72. 

24. The Vital Center: The Politics of Freedom (Boston, 1962 [1st ed., 
1949]), 102. 

25. Letter to the editor of the Harvard Crimson, January 7, 1953 
(mimeograph). 

26. American Civil Liberties Union, “We hold these truths. . 
Freedom, Justice, Equality: Report on Civil Liberties, January 
1951-June 1953 (New York, 1953), 82. For a discussion of the 
ACLU’s “split personality” on the right to travel, see l.F. Stone, 
The Truman Era (New York, 1953), 103-105. See also John Roche, 
"We’ve Never Had More Freedom,” New Republic, Janaury 23, 30, 
February 6, 1956. Roche, who was then on the faculty at Haverford 
College, was also director of the Pennsylvania Branch of the ACLU 
(Cf. Michael Harrington, “Coue and the Liberals,” Dissent, III 
[Spring 1956], 214-215.) 

27. Vital Center, 129. 

28. E. Houston Harsha, “The Broyles Commission” in Walter Gel- 
Ihorn, ed.. The States and Subversion (Ithaca, 1952), 99. William P. 
Rogers, then a Senate investigator and subsequently President 
Richard Nixon’s Secretary of State, had advised Illinois State 
Senator Paul Broyles, “ If there is anything you can do financially to 
them [universities], that is what hurts.” (Ibid., 69). 
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29. Harvard Crimson, June 17, 1952, M-9. 

30. New York Times, June 22, 1949, 34. 

31. This is only a small fraction of the institutions involved. See many 
footnotes throughout this paper. There is not space here for 
adequate citation, but a general account can be found in the Annual 
Reports of the ACLU, and in such sources as Harvard Crimson, 
June 17, 1952; U.S. News & World Report, July 31, 1953. 

32. Harvard Crimson, June 17, 1952, M-9; Thomas I. Emerson and 
David Haber, eds.. Political and Civil Rights in the United States: A 
Collection of Legal and Related Materials (Buffalo, 1952), 834-836. 

33. New York Times, January 26, 1953. 

34. Harvard Crimson, November 10, 1953. 

35. New York Times, June 22, 1949, 34 ;ihid., February 18, 1952. 

36. Harsha, “Broyles Commission,” 100, 97, 96. Hutchins indicated 
that he did indeed oppose the employment of those who were 
“engaged in subversive activities” (103). 

37. New York Times , March 31,1953, 1, 12, 13. Perhaps more basic than 
the issue of the Fifth Amendment was the fact that there is no Fifth 
Amendment intramurally. According to the AAU statement, the 
professor “owes his colleagues . . . complete candor. . . .” The 
American Association of University Professors concurred: 

The professor who elects to answer his institution’s questions may run 
the risk of losing the protection of the Fifth Amendment, if he has 
previously invoked the privilege against self-incrimination in refusing to 
answer similar questions put to him by a government agency. But this 
consideration should yield to the institution’s interest in knowing the 
facts. Under these circumstances the institution ought to be willing to 
accept an offer by the professor to answer privately and off the record, or 
to recognize that such an offer is in itself some evidence of candor and 
sincerity on the part of the teacher. 

Conversely, the professor not making such an offer “must accept the 
burden of explaining his refusal." If he were attempting “to conceal 
derogatory information, his silence may reflect unfavourably upon 
him.” On the other hand, if his refusal were based on “honest 
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be viewed as discreditable,” the professor who “persists in silence” 
should remember that his silence might leave unchallenged evidence 
questioning his “professional fitness.” See Robert K. Carr, 
“Academic Freedom, the American Association of University 
Professors, and the United States Supreme Court,” AAUP Bulletin , 
XLV (March 1959), 8-10. 

38. New York Times, March 31, 1953, 12. 

39. For a classic statement of the position that “the enterprise of higher 


education is essentially aristocratic,” see Howard Mumford Jones, 
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XLVI (March 1960), 70-71. 

40. See New York Times, March 21, 1958. 

41. See accounts of Lloyd Barenblatt, H. Chandler Davis, and Paul 
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